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I. INTRODUCTION

Arthur D. Little, Inc., has been working since November 1969,
on behalf of the California Legislature's Joint Committee on

Reorganization of Large Urban Unified School Districts to produce
information which the Joint Committee can use in proposing
responsible, research-based legislation in accordance with
its charter. -While our purpose has remained constant through-
out our work, the scope and variety of our tasks have changed
substantially.

It was agreed that in the course of our work we would seek to
answer the following general questions:

How can effective representation of educational needs
be assured in very large urban school districts
characterized by minority group concentrations and
centralization of poverty in thv core area of the
city?

What are the decision-making prerogatives and the
principal administrative functions which should be
decentralied to support the desired representation
process and to Improve responsiveness to educational
needs?

,
What authorities and principal administrative func-
tions are operationally feasible of delegation in
whole or in part to decentralized levels? WhiCh
of these are now legally feasible of delegation?
What laws constrain or adversely affect functionally
useful forms of delegation of authority and decision-
making prerogatives?

What are the criteriato be met by answers to the
first and second questions, and to the first part
of the third question?

What are the relative advantages and disadvantages
-of major alternative forms of reorganization when
evaluated against the defined criteria and in dis-
cussions with representatives of various key parties-
in-interest?

1-1
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While the charter of the Joint Committee encompasses all of the
State's large urban unified school districts, the Los Angeles
Unified School District (LAUSD) was suggested as and agreed to
become the primary focus of our study for the Joint Committee.
The rationale here was (a) that Los Angeles represented an
extreme case illustrating most if not all problems of large
urban unified school districts; (b) time and budget constraints_
precluded specific studies of each large urban -unified school
district in the State; and (c) examining a single case in
depth was likely to be of greater tialue in providing research
based information and suggestions to the Joint Committee.

At the beginning of our study it was agreed that we should
examine the relative advantages and disadvantages of two major
alternative forms of district reorganization:

The reorganization of the Los Angeles Unified School
District into several smaller independent school
districts.

The decentralization of selected administrative func-
tions and decision-making prerogatives of the Los
Angeles Unified School District to the subdistrict
level with funding remaining centrally disbursed,
but with more localizid responsibility, including
increased community participation at the subdistrict
level, for sensing and treating local educational
needs.

Our study was organized into four sequential but somewhat over-
lapping general stages:

Data collection and itial formulation of criteria

tolDe met by district-

Synthesis of information, specification of alternative
forms of district reorganization, and further delinea-
tion of criteria.

Testing the feasibility of alternative forms of
district reorganization with representatives of
community groups and opinion leaders, the school
system, and the Joint Committee.

Writing the draft and final reports.

Throughout the study, close liaison and frequent interaction was
maintained with the Joint Committee through its chairman,
Senator John L. Harmer, its consultant, Mr. David C. Hoopes,
and its counsellors, Dr. Stephen M. Barro, Dr. Conrad Briner,
and Dr..Werner Z. Hirsch, Chief Counsellor.

1-2
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The first stage of the study included:

A two day conference organized and conducted by
PEDR Urban Associates to review the study proposal
and work plan, identify various interest groups to
be contacted, examine the New York City experience
in school district organization, and discuss ton- t,

--cerns of conference participants. Those present
included members of the Joint Committee and admin-
istrativeaassistants, board members and key admin-
istrators of the LAUSD, members of the Arthur D.
Little, Inc. study team and'its consultants, and
the staff of PEDR Urban Associates.

,ksearch of the literature on school district re-
organization.

Personal interviews with parents of students, other
citizens, teachers, principals, board members and
central and area office administrators of LAUSD,
administrators in the Office of the Los Angeles
County Superintendent of Schools, city government
officials, and representatives of other'large city
and county school systems in California.

Collection of reports and statistics about the
school system of the LAUSD, its budgets and expendi-
tures, organization charts, pupil performance,
racial and ethnic composition, teacher transfers,
enrollments; prior study reports, and related data
from the County and other large urban unified
school districts.

Five public hearings on district reorganization
held by the Joint Committee in locations through-
out the LAUSD and,one hearing in Sacramento for
superintendents and board members of other large
urban unified school districts in California.
Members of the Arthur D. Little, Inc. study team
attended these hearings and reviewed the trans-
cripts of the hearings.

The purpose of this stage of work was to identify key problems
and organizational dysfunctions, explore causes of and relation-
ships among identified problems, and investigate what has and
has not worked to ameliorate those problems and why. From this
information we began to define criteria againstwhich to measure
the appropriateness of the present form of district organization
as well as alternative reorganization possibilities.

1-3
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The second stage of work involved the synthesis of collected
information, the specification of eight alternative forms of
district reorganization, and the definition of six criteria
to be met through district reorganization. A brief discussion
paper was developed describing the eight possible forms of
district reorganizatioh (grouped into four major families of,'
district reorganization) and each was rated against the agreed
upon criteria. This information was reviewed in a meeting with
the Joint Comillittee, its counsellors, and board members and
key adminiStrators of the LAUSD.

Drawing on the information collected in stage one, and with
the very. helpful cooperation and assistance of the new Acting
Superintendent of Schools and his staff, a questionnaire was
developed and administered to a sample of teaching personnel
throughout the LAUSD. It was designed to obtain the views of
people in the classroom regarding issues affecting school
operations and instruction as they relate to district organi-
zation and to criteria of quality education, school integra-
tion, representation in decision-making, accountability, and
the implementability of district reorganization.

At this point it was agreed with the Joint Committee and its
counsellors that the scope of. the study should be expanded.
A second contract was executed to permit additional discussions
with community groups and opinion leaders regarding the alter-
native district reorganization possibilities and to, support
further Apalysis and documentation of the feasibility of further
decentraTization of selected decision-making responsibilities.

The third stage of the study involved testing the feasibility
of the eight alternative forms of district reorganization with
groups and opinion leaders in the community, with representa-
tives of the school system, and with the. Joint Committee.
Additional tasks undertaken under terms of the new contract
included: A

An evaluation of the advantages and disadvantages
of eight district reorganization alternatives
through questionnaires and discussions with a
variety of parents of students, members of school
advisory councils and school-connected organiza-
tions, and citizen opinion leaders. With the
help of City Councilmen and members of the Joint
Committee and their staff assistants 18 working
sessions were held' throughout the LAUSD involv-
ing well over 200 citizens.

I-4
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A similar discussidn group of 15 LAUSD school
principals who ina half-day meeting examined
and discussed the reorganization, alternatives,
shared their feelings about the developmental
needs of thesschool4syste4, and recorded their
opinions on questionnaires.

An analysis Of the actual application of
instructional resources (instructional salary

%, dollars per student, teacher characteristics,
and funds for instructional materials) in a
sample of 15 elementary schools selected to
represent different geogr phical areas and
levels of student achieve ent.

Analyses of the feasibilitty and relative cost
of decentralizing selected instructional resource
persons and instructional management functions
and responsibilities closet to the local schools.

An exploration ot the issues and problems involved
in defining the boundaries of.possihle new sub-
districts within the LAUSD.

During this third stage, various-issues were explored with school
'board members and district administrators both individually and
in groups. Discussion topics included definition of criteria
to be used in-deciding on possible forms of district reorgani-
zation, implications of various organizational changes, the
costs and operational feasibilities of certain changes, fi-
nancing implications, and the probable effects of reorganization
on staff and the learning of students. Explorations were cop
ducted regarding the legal constraints of the Education Code on
possibly desire changes. The results of these discussions
explorations an explorations, including the results of the
Teacher Survey, were reviewed first with the Joint Committee's
counsellors an then with the Joint Committee in Sacramento.
The review se sion with the Joint Committee was transcribed
and studied in preparation for writing the study report.

The fourth and final stage of our study was concerned with
writing the final report. A draft of our conclusions and
recommendations, backed up by reports on the various study
tasks, was written and distributed to the Joint Committee
and its counsellors. A meeting was held in Sacramento with
the Joint Committee to present orally the results of our study
and to review the draft. Criticisms and suggestions emanating
from those reviews have been considered carefully in editing
and reorganizing this final study report.

1-5
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In order to address most effectively the various audiences
interested in this steudy report, we have tried to organize
the contents in a way which, hopefully, will be most under-
standable and useful to the different audiences. Bound in

the first volume ofothis report are.three major sections:

VOLUME ONE

I. Introduction f A brief discussion of the purpose
of the study and of the way it was carried out.

II. Summary Ali overall summary of the results of
our study including major conclusiops and
recommendations.

Presentation and Diecussion of Research Fin ngs
r The results of integrating all of our field w rk,

research tasks, and discussions in a Compre n-

sive, documented report. It deals with cr-teria
for district reorganization, the need for district
reorganization, and the description and evaluation
of various alternative forms, of reorganization in
large urban unified school districts.

VOLUME TWO

Appendices This volume contains the results of the
several discrete research tasks carried out in the
cours6 of the study. \ It comprises the data base from
which most of our conclusions and recommendations were
derived.

j
This study was designed and carried out as a policy planning
study. Its primary purpose is tb assist legislators in draft-
ing responsible, research-based legislation remit-ding the re-
organization of large urban unified school digtricts. As a
policy planning document this report is not intended as a
blueprint or implementing detailed rearrangements of functions

or staffing patterns within schools or at district or subdistrict

administrative levels. We sincerely hope that it will be useful
in the further improvement of public school education in the
large cities of California.

1-6
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II. SUMMARY

This section of the report summarizes the. study findings and con-
clusions which are discussed in greater detail in Section'III of
this volume and documented in the several appendices bound in.
the second volume Of this report. Being a summary, it highlights
the major issues and concerns and it is not written as a research
repot. -Readers interested in references, source materials,
and documentation will find them indicated in the following
section of this volume.

A. Decentralization Versus District Reorganization

Almost everyone concerned with school systems in large cities
is in favor of decentralization. Agrgement is most widespread
when decentralization is defined generally: the process of
moving closer to the schools the responsibilities for making'.
decisions on instruction and for managing resource persons and
supportive services vital to instruction. The Los Angeles Uni-
fied School District (LAUSD) has been working toward decentrali-
zation for years (with varying degrees of success), as have
other large city school systems in California and other states.

The generally accepted rationale for decentralization is that
it locates the decision-making prerogatives where the important
action is; close to the schools and classrooms In which learning
takes place, It .enables loca 'schools to adapt curriculum, in-
struction, supportive servicesa4d student service's to the *
needs of the schools and students in that locality. If effec-
tively implemented, it shortens communication lines, increases
responsiveness to changing needs and conditions, and enhances
the possibility of achieving accountability for,results. It

may or may not- increase overall costs per student (depending
on what cost elements are eliminated from the central office
and the degree of duplication in the field), but the argument
is often made that the increased educational benefits from de-

). centralization outweigh any incurred incremental costs. There-
fore; the main justification for decentralization is that it fa-.
cilitates improved education in the) schools.

While decentralization in general is a popular theme, there is
less 'agreement as to how far decentralize what specific pre-'
rogatives and responsibilities. Addressing this issue was, of
course, an important part of our work. Our conclusions are sum-
marized later in this section and detailed fuither in the fol-
lowing section. '

There_is another body of thought concerning the issue of school
system management and operation in large cities. It holds that
school districts in our larger cities are so big, so complex,.
4«.
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and so bureaucratic and inefficient that substantial reorgahiza-
tion, not simply administrative decentralization, 1.8 needed.
Proponents believe that drastic changes are needed'. Susgestions
range from the establishment of virtually autonomous schools,
to breaking up large districts into smaller, independent dis-
tricts, to changing the sources and structure of school finan-
cing, to modifications in the way school boards are organized
and their members selected. The central,thrust here is to locate
more policy powers closer to the communities in which the schools
are situated.

Advocates of district reorganization believe that there is in-
adequate representation of those affected by decisions in,the
'decision - making, process. Many are appalled by the monolithic.
character of big city school systems and_resene their inability
to influence what happens (or doesn't happen),in "th,1r school."
They,are inclined to believe that no board members really repre-
sent their interests and that the "establishment" is all too
firmly entrenched. They want more pluralistic involvement in
assessing educational needs, in allocating resources,,and in
deciding on programs to fit the needs of students who are not
bestserved by standard policies or offerings. These iftocates
of substantial reorganization insist on more accountability by
policy makers and school administrators to more localized groups.
They believe that increased publicsupport for the schools
would be engendered by, improved representation, by increased
parental involvement in adtivities and decisions concernidg he
schools, and through measures to assure more effective accounta-
bility at local levels.

As indicated earlier, there is extremely widespread and popular
support for decentralization in large city school systems. Thy
advocates bf districtireorganization (who, incidentally, also
watt decentralization) are not as numerous but they are gen-
erally more active, vocal, and, of course, more critical of
present arrangements. Large numbers of people would like some
of each'. While strongly favoring decentralization they also
would like'fo see improved representation, more participation
of parents'in school affairs, and more opportunities for people
iiklocal communities to influence the ways their children are
being educated in'the schools. However, few people favor break-

. ing up the large districts into several smaller ones and even
less favor completely independent schools.

The Arthur D. Little, Inc., study team has concluded that substan-
tial school district reorganization (including decentralization)
is necessary in very large urban school districts. A discussion
of how we reached' that conclusion follows, together with sugges-.
dons of alternative forms of district organization.

II-2'
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B. Criteria for Deciding Among Alternative Forms of District
Organization

From our'early field work, including literature searches and
'interviews in the community and.. with members of the Los Angeles
school systein, we came to an agreement with the Joint Committee
and its counsellors on six criteria to be 'used in assessing the
relative appropriateness of different forms of district organi-
zation. Each alternative form of district organization was to
be tested against each criterion to see how well it met the
defined requirements. The sis agreed upon criteria and state-
ments as to how they were applied are given below:

1. Quality Education

How well does a given form of district organization support
the delivery of quality education? !Does it permit flexibility
at local levels in modifying the curriculum and staffing patterns
to meet the particular needs of students in specific schools?
Does it result in improved student learning, and can these im-
provements be demonstrated? Does it enable local administrators
to differentially apply available instructional resources to meet
unique requirements? Does it assure that local community needs
and aspirations are reflect& in school programs and services?
Does it stimulate parental involement and support? Does it en-
courage the dissemination and adoption of improved instructional
methods? Does it facilitate the most appropriate use of resource
persons in instructional and staff development? Is there accoun-
tability for results?

2. Representation

How well does a given form of district organization support_
the involvement of representatives of various parties-in-interest
in decision-making? How sensitive is the policy-making and ad-
ministrative apparatus to the interests antdneeds of various
constituent groups? Does the political pro8ess operate to assure
that sensitivity? Is there effective communication to and from
the various elements in the community? Is there pluralistic in-
volvement in the assessment of local educational needs and in
the determination of priorities? Is there sufficient power shared
with representatives of various parties-in-interest to assure
their continued interest and support? Is there assurance that
local decision-making prerogatives will ptay localized.and not
be taken over by higher echelons of organization? Can school
officials and staff influence the nature of services and re-
sources made available to them? Is there accountability to
local groups possessing specific sanctions and powers? dan ag-
grieved parties ()begin immediate and objective hearings and is
there adequate provision 'for dne process?

II-3"
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3. Integration"

How well does a given form of district organization support
the achievement of heterogeneity and balance among students dif-
fering as to race and socioeconomic status? \Is de jure segrega-
tion eliminated? Can de facto segregation be\reduced? Can
school attendance areas be modified within the district to im-
prove racial balance in the schools? Do district boundaries pre-

clude the integration of c tiguous concentrations of students
of different ethnic, racia ', and socioeconomic backgrounds? Can

the organization act to prevent the adoption of classroom orga-
nization, e.g., "tracking" and homogeneous ability grouping,
which might give rise to another kind of "de facto segregation"
Within schools?

4. Cost

Is a given form of district organization cost-effective?
Can it be expected to yield improved educational quality at no
increase in unit (per student) cost? What is the magnitude of
the (one time) cost of changing over to a new organization form?
Are improved efficiencies possible in the allocation and control

of costs? What is the effect on the local tax rate of adopting
a new form of district organization? What effect would it have
on the Legislature's willingness to increase its support for edu-
cation. How would it affect the electorate in voting funds for
the school system?

5. Accountability

facilitate
, Does the reorganization the defini-

tion of behavioral or learning objectives for students in spe-
cific schools? Is there assurance that the assessment f educa-

tional needs will be systematically carried out in each schoolschool

and the results used in curriculum, instruction, and s ffing

planning? Is there assurance of local community involvement in
the assessment of educational needs in each school, in the defi-
nition of educational objectives, and in planning for the achieve-
ment of those objectives? Is responsibility specified for meet-
ing the defined educational needs of schools, do appropriate
managerial'prerogatives,accompany that responsibility, and are
Sanctions immediately available for application to management
and staff performance? Can adequate research and development
resources be brought to bear on the development of apprOpriate
instruments for assessing educational needs, for monitoring
achievement, for diagnosing difficulties of individual students,
for evaluating and'reporting student achievement, and for analyz-
ing and reporting the costs of that achievement? Is there lati-
tude for schools tivadopt special programs and utilize funds in
discretionary ways to meet special needs? Are mechanism's avail-

able'to assure differential allocation of educational resources

11-4
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tp students and schools with uniqUe requirements? Does the
management information system provide "feedback" to local school
staff on the results (including cost-effectiveness) of their ef-
forts, and does it permit meaningful comparison of.resu4s among 4,
schools? Are both policy and administrative decision - making pre-
rogatives located appropriately to make the best use of feed-
back information in sensitively modifying the application of re-
sources?

6. Implementability

Is there widespread intergroup support for a given form
of district organization? How intense is the resistance to it?
Would the resistance of certain parties-in-interest be likely
to attenuate the advantages inherent in the organization form?
Are there significant practical problems in implementing a
given form of district organiiation!? Would political repercus-
sions from adopting it be likely to threaten the financial sup-
port of the school System?

C., Brief Descriptions of the Alternative Forms of District
.Organization Considered

Four general families of district organization were studied.
These were:

(A) Buttress add extend the present organization of the
LAUSD.

(B) Divide the LAUSD into approximately 20 smaller inde-
pendent unified school districts.

(C) Decentralize selected administrative functions within
the LAUSD and provide for advisory councils at local
levels.

(D) Reorganize by establishing subdistricts, each with,
its own elected policy board to which specific, limited
powers are delegated, and decentralize selected ad-
ministrative functions to those subdistrict boards.

"A" Family--Buttress and extend the present organization
of the LAUSD.

There are two major alternatives within the "A" family of .

district organization.. .One is to leavetthe district organization
the same, thereby implying that there is no need for change in
district size, quality of output, governance and policy-making,
administrative structure and functions, and involvement of par-
ents and community groups. Advocates of this alternative say
that problems encountered by-the district are due mainly to

I B-5
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din-interest

in communicating effectively with various parties:
1n-interest and that a vigorous public relations effort would
enable various "publics" to better understand and appreciate
the district's needs and achievements.

The second alternative within this "A" Family is that of improv-
ing district finances, adding resources, and upg ading its
management skills. Advocates of this organizatio alternative

hold that the form of the district organization i satisfactory,

that what is needed is to buttress' it and make it more effective

by:

Adding resoutces or reallocating effort to improve
instruction and update the curriculum

Recruiting better talent and utilizing a broader array

of resource persons

InCreasing supervision

Establishing more inservice training for administrators
and staff

Improving administrative procedures

Enlarging and utilizing capabilities for testing,
evaluation, and rptearch and development

Strengthening supportive services kmaintenance, sup-
plies, custodial help, clerks and secretaries)

Adding special programs where needed

"B" Family--Divide the LAUSD into approximately 20 smaller
independent unified achool districts.

This family of alternatives is based on the assumptions that
presently (a) the LAUSD is too big for the school system to be
properly efficient and effective; (b) the Board.and central
office staff, staff are "too far away" from the schbols to be ap-

t1 propriately responsive to local needs; and (c) that the Board,
elected at large, cannot adequately represent widely different
constituencies. Arguments for such reorganization suggest that
a district with an enrollment from 20,000 to 40,000 qtudents is

more "manageable" than a district nearlyFp times that size.
This reorganization would eliminate the whole policy making and
administrative structure of the LAUSD school-system: It would

raise issues regarding bonded indebtedness, tenure, teacher re-
tirement fund vestments, possible dUplication of top and upper
level administrative functions, and positions, and relative cost-

s effectiveness.

11-6
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,There are at least two major reorganization altknatives in this
family:

. Make each of the a roximatel 20 new di ricts com-
pletely autonomous and independent:

0.

This means that each of the new smaller dis 'jets would
have its own elected school board which would aploint its admin-
istratdrs, eihploy its teacherti and support personnel, and take
over all responsibilities for personnel adminisiration (hiring,
firing, negotiations, salary administration, and so on). Each
would be responsible for its own curriculum and instructional
programs,.bUsiness management, budgeting, school construction,
and sq on. Each district would have its own geographically
defined tax base and would finance and manage its school system

40,4s do bther California unified school districts. Programs would
be offered that the board and administration determined were ap-
propriate for the students and that the citizens were willing
to vote taxes to pay for. -However, since the size of the property
tax base in each of the 20 new districts would vary considerably,
some districts would have to tax their property owners more than
other districts in order to provide equal levels of expenditures
per pupil.

2. Make each of the approximately 20 new districts auto-
nomous and independent except that they all would con-
tinue to be a part of the same tax base.

This alternative (and the arguments for and against it) is
the same as ill with the exception that problems of property tax
base variation among districts could be avoided. This alterna-
tive would require that criteria (and. measurements based on those
criteria) be established as a basis for allocating revenues
from the total tax, base back to each new district. This means
that formulae based on enrollment, on student need, or numbers
of students achieving below certain norms, etc., could be used
not only for allocating available funds but also for monitoring
school system achievement to certain standards. The actual
allocation of revenues from the total tax base could be made
by (a) an office or agency remaining from the fisdal department'

0 of the LAUSD, (b) the Office of the County Superintendent of
Schools operating under policies of the County Board of Educa-
tion, or (c) the State Department of Education.

"C" Family--Decentralize selected administrative functions
within the LAUSD and provide for advisory_ councils at local
levels.

This family of reorganization alternatives. addresses the
same problems and criticisms of the LAUSD addressed by Family
B. Howver, these two alternatives are based On the additional
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rationale that there are certain functions which are most cost-
effective when performed by a central office of a large school
system:

Large scale teacher recruitment

Bulk or large ''order purchases (texts, supplies,
equipment, etc.)

Accounting'

Data processing

Special schools and services

Development and uniform application of evaluation
instruments and a management information system

School planning and construction

Legal services

There are at least two reorganization alternatives within this
family:

1. Move selected administrative decision-making preroga-
tives (particularlYPthose relating to curriculum, in-
struction and staffing) and supporting services closer
to the schools.

This could mean4ilegating more functions and responsibility
to Area Assistant Superintendents in the areas they now adminis-
ter; or, doing the same but decreasing the size of the areas now
administered and increasi4g the number of such areas and Area
Assistant Superintendents. It could also mean setting up even
smaller attendance areas (one or two senior high schools plus
their "feeder" junior high and elementary schools) as the basic
area administrative unit. It should also me" delegating more
responsibility and decision-making prerogatives to principals
at the local school level--including that of deciding how to use
an allocated amount of discretionary funds.

Decentralized and delegated functions would include curriculum
development, instructional improvemeRt, inservice training, de-
termination of appropriate staffing patterns, limited purchasing'
'authority, and sc%.on. This could include the adoption of differ-
entiated staffing or master teacher concepts at the school level
with curriculum development taking place at both the school and
the area levels.

If this alternative is to avoid simply adding layers of costs
to the present system, it will also require giving the Area

11-8'
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Assistant Superintendent considerably greater responsibility and
power to determine and interpret policy in his area (e.g., pupil
teacher ratio, lump sum budgets, differentiated staffing, and
the like). It would also require that the principal have greater
responsibility and latitude in determining and interpreting the
school's policy (e.g., removal of ineffective teachers, and the
encouragement and adoption of changes in the classroom which
would be of particular benefit to students in his school). Under
this alternative the Area Assistant Superintendent or the princi-
pal could decide whether or not to use advisory groups and how
they should be established.

2. In addition, decentralize some representative functions.

A second alternative form of decentralization would, in
addition to decentralizing selected administrative functions and
supporting services, also decentralize some representative
functions by mandating locally elected advisory councils. These
councils would operate in the same manner as the present advis-
ory councils, but the members would be elected rather than ap-
pointed. Specifically, the councils would provide advice and
counsel to school principals and staff regarding community re-
sponse to school progiams, staff performance, and student atti-
tudes and performance. They also would represent the school to
the community and reflect community attitudes and needs to the
schools. Other specific powers could be chartered for the ad-
visory councils including those of making periodic reports to
the Area Assistant Superintendent and the Board, making-recom-
mendations regarding the hiring and retention,of the principal
and school staff, or even the prerogative of actually hiring or
removing the principal.

"D" Family--Reorganize by establishing subdistricts, each
with its own elected policy board to which specific, limited
power's are delegated, and decentralize selected administra-
tive functions to those subdistrict boards.

Two additional organization alternatives can be formed using
combinations of the preceding alternatives. Both begin with the
assumption thgt the present school system is too big and too cen-
tralimid. However, they also adda new assumption that advisory
councils are hot effective because they do not have specifically
Alesignated policy powers or legal authorities to exercise. These
laombinations add the feature of locally elected area or subdistrict
boards of education with specified, limited powers applying only
to schools and administrators in the defined local area or sub-
district.

11-9 e
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1. Thejirst alternative in this family involves reorga-
nization and decentralization within the LAUSD.

Under this organizational alternative a number of subdis-
tricts (perhaps 24) would be established within thq.LAUSD. Each
subdistrict would have its own board elected by the registered
voters Within the area of the subdistrict. Subdistrict boards
would be delegated specific powers having to do with the deter-
mination of curriculum, instruction, staffing, and resource ap-
plication within lump sum budget allocations from the LAUSD
Board. It is probable that subdistrict boards also should be
delegated control over the functions (staff, budgets, and materi-
als) of school maintenance, school plant operations (custodial),
and supplies warehousing allocated to the. subdistrict.

- _

Each subdistrict board would have the responsibility for hiring.
(and firing) its own subdistrict superintendent, who in turn
would be responsible for hiring his own staff, subject to State
certification requirements and with the approval of the sub-
districtboard, including school'principals. Under policies
delegated to and established by the subdistrict board the sub-
district superintendent would administer the schools within the
subdistrict area. Within the limits of the subdistrict's bud-
get allocation and with the approval of the .subdistrict board,
the subdistrict superintendent would establish the staffing pat-
tern appropriate to the needs of the students and schools in the
subdistrict.

Under this arrangement the LAUSD Board and central administration
,would retain those policy powers and administrative functions
not specifically delegated to the subdistricts, including import-
antly, the one of allocating State funds and local tax monies.
to the subdoistricts. Until more appropriate mechanisms are
developed and tested, we suggest that monies be allocated by
the central Board to the subdistricts for both Administration
(budget category 100) and Instruction (budget category 200) on
the basis of total student enrollment in the subdistrict. Re-
tained As central administrative functions would be those off

Teacher recruitment and master contract negotiation

Purchasing of routine supplies and distribution.. to
storage warehouses in the subdistricts

Budgeting procedures and accounting

Data processing

Special schools and services

II-10
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Development and uniform application of evaluation
instruments and a mangement information system

School planning and construction

Legal services

Administrative and budgetary responsibility should be retained
by the central office, at least until a detailed plan has been
worked out for delegation of specific items, for activities in
the budget categories of Health Services (400), Pupil Transpor-
tation (500), Fixed Charg*es (800), Food Services (9O0), Commu-
nity Services (1100), Capital outlay (1200), Debt Service (1300),
and Outgoing Transfers (1400).

In keeping with the philosophy of administrative decentraliza-
tion and improved representation'inherent in this organizational
alternative, elected advisory councils should be mandated at
the local school level. School principals should be delegated
increased latitude and responftbilities. Acting with the advice
and counsel of the school advisory council and under the general
supervision of the subdistrict superintendent, the principal
should exercise exphnded prero atives for determining the,allo-
cation of resources within the 1 school., the nature of curriculum
and instruction, and the hiring\,-placement, salary levels (within
defined limits), utilization, and release of school staff.

We recommend that subdistricts be copipprised f the attendance
areas-of two high schools, their two to four eeder junior high
schools, and the 15 td 20 feeder elementary s hools. These
combinatidns would result in 24 subdistricts within the LAUSD,
each containing approximately 27,000 students in grades K-12.

2. The second alternative in this family involves reorga-"
nization and decentralization within the whole of
Los Angeles County.

Under this organizational alternative the geograjical
scope of the reorganization effort would be significantly en-
larged. The entire LAUSD Board and central administrative ap-
paratus would be eliminated and all those functions and responsi-
bilities not specifically delegated to subdistrict boards and
their administrations would be relocated at the county level.
This means that the Office of the County Superintendent of
Schools would need to be significantly expanded and that either
the County Board of Education or a new policy board at that
level would take over all functions of the LAUSD Board which
were not delegated to subdistrict boards.

In addition, other school districts in the County would also be
similarly reorganized. Subdistricts Would be formed from high
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school (and their feeder schools) attendance areas in modules
of approximatelzy,20,000 to 35,000 students. The same responsi-
bilities would-be delegated to the subdistrict boards and their
administrations as were described in the discussion of the first
alternative in this family. Those responsibilities and functions
of present district school boards which were not delegated to
subdistricts would be transferred to the county level. All sub=
districts would be unified (grades K-12). Those districts,with
less than two high schools (plus feeder junior high and elemen-
tary schools) would be merged with adjoining_high school attend-
ance areas into'a subdistrict comprising approximately 20,000-
35,000 students.

.

The tax base for the district would be all of Los Angeles County.
Based on recent figures of assessed valuation of property, the
assessed valuation per student in average daily attendance (ADA)
for the whole County is somewhat less than the assessed valua-
tion per student in ADA for the LAUSD. However, adjusting the
tax effort and commingling the tax monies from all districts
in the County and reallocating them to subdistricts on the basis
of student enrollment would result in a much more equitable
process than is true at present.

c

D. Comparisons of District Reorganization Alternatives when
Tested Against the Six Criteria

Exhibit II-1 shows in tabular form how each reorganization alterna-
tive (or family of alternatives) rates on each of the six cri-
teria: quality education, representation in decision-making,
integration, cost, accountability, and implementability.

Neither of the alternatives based on keeping the present form
of organization in the LAUSD (Family "A") rates well on the
criteria. Virtually no one wants to see the LAUSD stay the
same. There is considerable dissatisfaction with the quality
of education afforded in the LAUSD. Teachers, administrators,
Board members, and Los Angeles citizens generally want the
quality of education improved, but they differ considerably
in their views of how improvement should be effected. A very
small minority of our contacts and respondents believe that
simply providing more funds will solve the key problems and thus
enable the LAUSD to improve the quality of education offered
in the schools. While few others share this view, a signifi-
cant majority of our contacts firmly believe that increased
funding (and from revenue sources other than the local property
tax) is an absolute must, regardless of what else is done. They

express resentment toward the Legislature .for not funding "its

rightful 50 percentfl'of the District's education costs and
they often mention that while the LAUSD contains 15 percent of
the State's public school students, it receives only 8 percent
of the State aid.
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Recent defeats in school tax override elections Lan be inter-
preted in at least two ways: voters are disenchanted with the
education they are paying for, or they are refusing to pay more
for education through their property taxes until the State shares
more of the burden. :regardless of the explanation, the students
are the ones who are being short-changed.

When judged by the quality of output, the quality of educaEion
affordedoin the LAUSD leaves a good deal to be desired. Only

16 of its 47 high schbols demonstrate reading test scores at or
above the median for the Unite States; and only one of those
16 schools enrolls more than 20 percent minority students. In

1968, 40 Percent of its high schools were ,graduating fewer than
70 percent of their first year entering students. Of the 151
elementary schools enrolling 85 percent or more white students,
only 58 show median third grade reading scores equal to or

) above the United States median. Of the 132 elementary schools
enrolling 85 percent or more black or Spanish surname students,
only one school had a third grade median-reading score equal to
the United States Tedian.

'A content analysis of the five public hearings conducted by the
Joint Committee in-January and February, 1970, indicated a per-
vasive unhappiness with the quality of education in the schools
of the LAySD. Approximately 50 percent-of the,apeakers were

.
totally dissatisfied with the educational achievement of the
schools. Money was frequently mentioned as a contributing prob-
lem, but many speakers felt that the District's-enormous size
and its organizational inflexibility (inability to respond dif-
ferentially in accordance with varying needs) were key problems.

In our judgment, increased funding of the present organization
would produce some improvement in quality of education, but in-
efficiencies, and shortcomings in representation and in the so-
cial, political and educational senses of accountability would
attenuate the value received (in terms of improved quality of
education) from additional funding of the LAUSD in its present
organizational form.

Aside from shortcomings with respect to the quality of educarion
criterion, the most Terious deficiency in the present organiza-
tion form is inadequate representation. While most Board mem-
bers and a number of administrators and teachers do not feel
that strongly about the generally admitted deficiency, parents
and citizen opinion leaders de, particularly those with low in-
comes in the black and brown communities. Transcripts of the
Joint Committee's five public hearings showed that many parents
find the schools reacting negatively toward their involvement,
but they also feel the need to make the schools more responsive
to their children's needs. This feeling was stronger among mi-
norities than among middle class whites.
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.1

We strongly recommend the rejection of the proposition that the
-LAUSD ,retain its present organization form; additional State
funding should be contingent upon significant change in disttict
organizatiOn. However, mandating district reorganization with-
out the provision of, additional(funding is not likely,to produce

:expected benefits.

The PB" Family of district reorganization alternatives (dividing
the LAUSD into approximately 20 smaller independent unified
school districts) rates very well on the criteria otffepresenta-
tion and accountability, fairly well on the criteric of quality
education, not so well on the criterion of cost, and flunks out
on file criteria of integration and implementability:

Dlviding the LAUSD into approximately 20 smaller districts would
result ip distticts with enrollments of approximately 30,000-
35,000 students: Having elected boards for each district of
that size would significantly improve representation ofIconsti-
tuencies and of affected parties-in-interest in the decision-
making process. Utilizing lOca1 school advisory councils in
addition could further improve representatipn.

The'improved representation would help upgrade the quality, of
education by enhancing the district's capacity to sense and tefit-
spond to emerging and idiosyncratic needs. 'Improved accounta
bility would also contribute to-the quality of education. De-
tracting from quality` of education is the faCt that this form,,,'
of reorganiption would preclude the,retyial integration of
schools throughout the area now encompassed by the LAUSD.

This form of district,reorganilation would result in somewhat
higher} current operating expenditurWpar'student in the new
disttlots:.because of the duplicationof-centralized administra-
tive positions and services in each of the 20 districts. In ad-
dition; if th.020 districts each operated from its own tax base,
inequities would develop in the financingof schools because
,of variation in assessed valuation per student and differences
among districts in the amounts they,wddld tax themselves. The
initial (one tithe) 4Witchover costs also would be rather high.
However, because of the probable increase in quality education
it is quite possible that output per dollar cost would increase
slightly, at least in the short term. Tha qualification is added
;because of the intense degree of resistance td this form of
district reorganization throughout the LAUSD on the part of
school personnel and laymen alike. At least 58 percent of the
speakers at the five public hearings who addressed the issue
apposed splitting up the District. If mandated, this form of
district,reorganization probably would generate political reper-
cussions and a lack of support for the new schobl districts,
at least] in some-areas.
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We strongly recommend the rejection of the proposition to reor-
ganize the LAUSD by dividing it into a number of Smaller inde- .

pendent unified school districts.

The first district reorganization alternative in the "C" Family
is that of decentralizing selecte&administrstive funptions and
responsibilities (related primarily to curriculum, instruction,
staffing, and;other supporting services such as maintenance and
plant operagon, which already are decentralized to the eight
area,offices in the LAUSD), and permitting principals and Area
Assistant Superintendents the option 'of establishing local school
advisory *councils.

4

At the present time in the LAUSD one Associate Superintendent
for Secondary Education supervises four Area Assistant Superin-
tendents wIo in turn supervise a total of 131 secondary school
principals (a ratio of one supervisor to 32 principals). One

Associate Superintendent for Elementary Education now supervises
eight Area Assistant Superintendents who in turn supervise a
total of 435 elementary school principals (a ratio of one super-
visor to 54 principals!),

e extent of the administrative decentralization we suggest
e is much greater than that envisioned by LAUSD administra-

tors. They plan only four, or perhaps up to eight, administra-.
Live areas while we recommend 24. We suggest organizing the ad-
ministrative Unit around two senior high schools, their two to
four Feeder junior high schools, and the 15 to 20 feeder elemen-

tary schools. Each Area Assistant Superintendent Vould then be
responsible for-approximately 25,000-30,000 students in grades
K-12- located in from 20 to 26 schools. (Administrative area's

could be reduced in size to cope more effectively with high con-
centrations of problems.)

When tested against the criteria, this first clisti& reorgani-
zation alternative (administrative decentralization and possi-
ble representational decentralization via optional advisory
councils) in Family "C" rates very well against the criterion
of cost, fairly well on the criterion of integration, just,
fair on the criterion of accountability, fairly poor on the
criterion of implementability, and very poor on the criterion

of representation.

If advisory councils are optional, IA is unlikely thal 'they

would be established in every school,. particularly in those
schools that may need them most. Even if they are established,
they, frequently are little more effective than PTA groups in

facilitating representation. With no sanctioning power or
legal charter they often are impotent .and citizens then tend
to loie interest and drop out.

If-16
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It is possible under this organizational 'arrangement to develop -
4

a high degree of financial and administrative/educational ac-,
countability, i.e., accountable to administrative superiors for
meeting specified educational and financial objectives. However,
accountability in a social and political sense (to community or
lay agencies outside the administrative fraternity) is relatively
lacking except possibly through publibhed reports which some
supervisors may not want to make public.

Integration is no more or less difficult under this-organization
alternative,than it-is at present.

A significant degree of decentralization is possible at no in-
crease in the current operating expenditures per student, and
one time startup costs would be low. Using the expenditures"for
fiscal year 1968-69 and the organization Chart for the same
year, it was possible to identify central and area office po-
sitions and expenses which, when either transferred or eliminated,
would "free up" approximately $11,400,000 to fund or staff a more
decentralized operation. Potential changes were "priced out"
only in the Divisions of Elementary and Secondary Education, the
Instructional Planning Branch (and a few other positions) in the
Division of Instructional Planning and Services, and selected
functions of phe Child Welfare and Attendance Branch of the
Division of Auxiliary Services. Budget categories- included in
this exercise were those only of Administration (100) and Instruc-
tion (200). (It must be noted that several budget cuts and
organizational changes have been made since the end of the 1968-
69 fiscal year. Therefore, it is unlikely that a similar amount
of "savings" or transferrable staff would be available today.)

The sum of $11,400,000 would provide $475,000 or its equivalent
in staff and/or expenses for each of 24 administrative areas
in the LAUSD.

The decentralization of central staff (or their equiValents)
closer to the schools-can significantly improve the technical
efficiency in the use of resources thus upgrading quality of
education with no increase in unit (per student) costs.

This reorganization alternative affords improved potential to
deliver quality education. (through integration,.technical ef-
ficiency in resource allocation and control, and improved accoun-
tability in the financial and educational senses of the term);
however, it does not_assurd the fulfillment othat potential
because of inadequate' epresentation and poor social and poli-
tical accountability.

Most of the people who believe the LAUSD.is now adequately
serving the educational needs of students (these people tend to
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be white, middle class, and from outlying areas, as observed in
our discussion groups and in the five public hearings) favor
this reorganization alternative because, in effect, it promises
more of the same only better. Similarly, those who would like
to leave education to the educators tend to prefer this alterna-
tive. However, there is'a substantial and active coalition of
citizens supported by a surprising number of teachers (62 per-
cent) who disagree with the idea that community participation
is best facilitated through advisory councils established by
the principal.

Since our findings, in this study, as well as others, support
the latter view, and since administratively decentralized
decision-making frequently becomes centralized again unless out-
side sanctions can,be combined with social and political accoun-
tability processes, we recommend that the reorganization alterna-
tive of administrative decentralization be eliminated from fur-
ther consideration.

The,second alternative in Family "C" (administrative and repre-
sentational decentralization) 41ffers from the first only
through the addition of mandated elected advisory councils at
the local school-level. The mandate should specify that lay
members outnumber school staff by at least a ratio of two to
one, and that parents of students in the school elect the lay
members and teachers elect the school staff members. As indi-
cated earlier in the description of this alternative, the.man-
dated advisory councils can be chartered to discharge various
functions up to and including choosing and releasing the prin-
cipal.

This second alternative meets all six criteria at least fairly
well, and it meets the cost criterion very well (as did the first
alternative).

t represents an improvement over the first (administrative de-
centralization) alternative in that it enables community repre-
sentatives and teaching staff to present their views more ef-
fectively. This in turn increases the school's ability to de-
fine 'needs, identify resources, and mobilize support for quality
education.

Integration is still possible under this arrangement,_althougt;-
advisory council members who live in an area different than the
one in which their children's school is located may have a com-
muting problem.

Accountability, in its social and political sensed, is improved,
which again contributes to quality education.
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The criterion which is least well met by this alternative is
"representation. Advisory councils, even though elected from
various constituencies and even though chartered with certain
functions or responsibilitiep, are still advisory. Rarely
are any administrators accountable to them and the sanctions

. they are able to apply, have little force. Thus, it is often
possible for them to have little influende on what goes ton in
a school if thowprincipal does not care to listen. However,
chartering elected advisory councils by law'to carry out,cer-
tain functions or to discharge. specific prerogatives is very
likely to increase their influence and thus their representa-

.

tion.

This alternative ranks high on the criteriah of implemeniability.
There is generally widespread intergroup support for,it.' Nearly
70 percent of the teachers. surveyed favored it. While nearly
half of the participants In community discussion groups favored
this alternative, the other half wanted to move further to a
policy board at the local level. Nevertheless, 68 percent favor
an election process to determine who shlte*involved in the
representational-process at the local se I level. The small
amount of opposition to this alternative was based on the belief
that advisory councils are too weak to do what is needed.

Sinc= this reorganization alternative of decentralizing adminis-
trat vely and representationally via elected advisory councils
meet= all six riteria at. least fairly well, we recommend it to
the Jo t Coumottee for serious consideration.

At least one (the first) of the district reorganization alterna-
tives in the "D" Family is also strongly. recommended for seri-
ous consideration by the Joint Committee. The first alternative

4 is to reorganize the LAUSD by establishing subdistrictg, each
with its own elected policy board to which specific, limited
powers are delegated by-law, and decentralize selected adminis-
trative functions to those subdistrict boards.

This alternative rates significantly better than all others on
the important criterion of representation. It not only provides
for an electedboard"with (limited) policy powers at thesub-"
district level, it also should mandate elected advisory councils
for the local schools. Thus it has increased capacity to sense
educational needs and reflect community aspirations and it also
has the legal power to.mOdify curriculum, instruction, and staff-
ing patterns to meet those needs. Its ability to deliver quality
education is further enhanced by its significantly increased
power to assure accountability, especially at local school and
subdistrict levels.

Its ability to meet the integration criterion is no better or no
worse than that of the other recommended alternative. The same
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is true of its. ability to meet the cost criterion: -a signifi-
cant degree of decentralization of administrative functions
having to do with curriculum and instructional development' can
be accomplished with no increase in current operating expense

per student.

-- Since community involvement in and support for the schools can
by expected to increase under this alternative, it should en-
hance education quality through its positive effects on student
attitudes as well as increasing public willingness to finan'e
the schools. However, increased community involvement in the
schools often results in broader rea z tions of need, which in

turn are apt to require additional re ources to satisfy. In

light of the testimony in the public h arings and the informa-
tion from our field work regarding the lack of proper resources
and funds, the demands for increased funding (and froM differ-
ent sources) may be expected to multiply. 4S

The only criterion this alternative does not meet as well as does
the other recommended alternative is that of implementability.
The intergroup support for this reorganization is not as wide-
spread as the support for the second alternative in the "C"
Family. The teacher survey shims 35 percent in favor and 56

percent opposed. Administrators also favOred the second alterna-

tive in the ' -'C" Family. On the other hand, about half of the
discussion group participants (particularly members of the black
community) favored some kind of- a locally elected board with

-policy Towers. Those who didn't were afraid that "they" might

take aver'and ruin things. But it turns out that "they" are
the hard deft, the hard right, and also the big spenders as well

as those "who vote no on everything."

We strongly recommend this first alternative in the "D" Family

to the Joint Committee for its serious consideration'.

The last reorganization alternative studied is virtually the
same as the first one in Family "D" except that this reorgani-
zation would encompass all school districts in Los Angeles

County. The County would comprise the tax base and the County
Board of Education or an elected board to supplant it would be
responsible for teceiving and allocating State funds aril local
tax monies among the newly organized subdistricts.

This reorganization alternative has several strong points and

two major weaknesses. On the criteria of quality education,
accountability, and representation it ranks equally high with
the first*"D" Family alternative. Its greatest and most unique
strength lies in its capacity to facilitate integration over a
much larger geographic area which includes a number of racial
and ethnic concentrations which might otherwise not be affected

by integration efforts.

11-20
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While its technical efficiency is high in assuring productive
use of resources, other cost factors make it rate; low on the
cost criterion. In particular, the one-time switchover cost
willbe very substantial:

-LAUSD administration

-- terminations and retirements

- -transfers

Los Angeles County

- -recruitment and staffing, costs

- -physical plant and equipment

- -learning curve

Other school districts in the County

--terminations and retirements
A

--unification of small districts

T

This countywide reorganization alternative rates quite low on
the implementability criterion. The effort required for conver-
sion will be tremendous, the confusion will be great, and the
personal dislocations and traumas very significant. The resis-
tance'will be focused, intense and influential, especially in
districts outside the LAUSD. The intergroup support for this
reorganization seems relatively low.

In spite of its serious shortcomings on two criteria, we recom-
') mend consideration of this county4ide reorganization to the

Joint Committee because of its high ratings on the other cri-
teria, particularly that of integration.
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III. PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF RESEARCH FINDINGS1

A. Criteria for School District Organization

Assessments of the effectiveness of any organization, including
school systems, should be based on ho well that organization
supports the achievement of desired re ults or conditions.

As a result of previous studies in the education field we had
developed several criteria with which to measure the LAUSD
system, as well as any proposed reorganization plan. These
criteria were not only buttressed through our field work, blit
were also found to be subject to substantially different priori -,
ties on the part of various parties-in-interest in the school
system, which is correspondingly refleCted in their personal
evaluations of the LAUSD organization.

The criteria initially developed and agreed upon by the Joint
Committee and its Councilors included those of: (a) quality
education, (b) representation in the decision-mgking process,
(c) accountability for results, (d) cost ande) racial inte-
gration. In detailing the criterion of accountability it was
necessary to break it down further -- accountability at each
major organizational level for planning, implementation of plans,
and evaluation of results. This requires the development and
utilization of an information system. Finally, in working
closely with a variety of parties-in-interest, inclilding,community
leaders and groups, teachers, administrators, board members,
professional groups and associations, some of which held
differing opinions, the criterion of (f) implementability,
i.e., inter-group support for implementation, was recognized.
Although quality of education was paramount for all parties-in-
interest, strong differences in priOrities occur below it: some
put integration as essential in achieving quality education; a
few do not see the need for representation, arid so on.

As each of these desired criteria or conditions is discussed
below, it will become clear that these criteria are not unrelated.
In fact, there is a high degree of interrelationship among several
of the criteria. Thus, in evaluating organizational forms
against these criteria, it should be noted that those alternatives
which fail to meet two or more of the accepted criteria are sig-
nificantly weakened in their capacity,to. meet other criteria.

1. Quality Education

Since the purpose of a school system is to instill knowledge
and learning in children, the logically overriding criterion is the
quality of the output (i.e., the children's education).

1
For the interested reader, Appendix A presents the research
approach and a brief description of the resits undertaken.
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However, a description of what constitutes "quality" and
ho'w it is to be measured meanin ully becomes a thorny issue.
There are individuals who perceiv the education system as a
manufacturing orianizatidn, where put should be uniform,
subject'to precise measures and standards, and where all children
have the-same learning rates, the same capabilities for learning,
and the same needs to be met. Across the country, education
systems have been set up with those premises in mind. However,
over the past decade or more, increasing attention has been paid
to a different type of output: one that recognizes individual
dif erences in children and seeks to maximize the learning
exience for all children so that(each child has absorbed
the most he can at each level in the education system. This
would mean, for example- that the bright situdent could expand
his horizons beyond those of his classmates. Measuring the
quality of differing outputs is difficult, however, and open
to criticism and controversy.

0

In discussing this criterion, we use it in the second sense,
mentioned above: that quality education must be "individualized".
Both the need to "individualize" education and, to assure the
system facilitates "efficient delivery" of education have
strong management implications. Managing the'efficient delivery
of individualized instruction means arranging to provide, at
minimum cost and effort, every student with the learning experi-
ences which are uniquely appropriate for him, It means accommo-
dating to individual differences among students and being able
to respond sensitively to each student in light of his own back-
ground of experience, interests,,range of capabilities, and
profile of educational needs.2

If students manifest some atypical educational needs or
personal or cultural characteristics, the local school princi-
pal (and teachers) should have the managerial prerogatives of
differentially (and efficiently) allocating available resources
in possibly unique ways to most effectively Serve those needs
and relate to student or cultural characteristics without dis-
advantageously affecting other students and their needs. The

efficient delivery of individualized education is contingent
on the existence of considerable local managerial latitude in
the use of available resources to meet local conditions as well as
emerging and possibly disparate patterns Of educational needs.3

2
Bruner,L Jerome S., Toward a Theory of Instruction, Belknap Press
of Ha ard University Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1966, pp. 40-42.

3
EaskIns, Kenneth, "The Case for Community Control:', Saturday Review,
June 11, 1969; and The Program Designs Required to Provide Effect-
ive Education for Poor Deprived Children", Seminar on Educating the
Disadvantaged, The University of Wisconcin, April 1969, This was
also a repeated theme in discussions with parents and principals.
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However, as local managerial prerogatives are expanded and
increased latitude and' responsibility are assigned to the prin-
cipal and teachers of a local school, there is an increased'
need for insuring that such prerogatives are being exercised in
regiponeible'ways and that resources are in fact being used to
achieve desired and beneficial results. This "check and
balance" criterion is called accountability. It is based
upon the use of an information system, and upon, the intelligent
use of."feedback" information by parties whose interests are
affected by the outcomes of district-wide programs as well as
by the results of locally developed plans and decisions regard-
ing the use of available resources. This criterion of account-
ability is discussed in more detail starting on page 111-15.

Quality education should also be defined in other ways. f
Of critical importance is the effect of the system on the
students and the behavior. If learning experiences are 'sen-
sitively attune to student needs and interests, the results
should be evide in student attitude and performance. More
students will leihl-to like learning and their attitudes toward

'school generally become more positive. Motivation should im-
prove and achievement scores rise. Student unrest, dropouts,
absenteeism, and vandalism should decrease.4

If instruction is to be truly individualized in the.class-
room, a variety of options must be provided to students, teachers
and the principal. There must'be flexibility in scheduling,
curriculum, grouping, instructionalmethods, and use of resource
persons and specialists in order to provide each student with the
learning experiences most appropriate for him at any given time.
But in order for such options to be exploited to the fullest and
for such flexibility to be utilized most effectively, school
staff must be trained in their use. This training, largely
inservice, must be designed and implemented to address specific
.conditions and needs in the local school(s). Thus, localized
management is again essential for the efficient delivery of
quality education.

Articulation of instruction between levels of schools
(elementary, junior high, and senior high schools) and among
schools at the same level is a characteristic problem in most
school systems, even those utilizing standard' curricula and
specified courses of study. Theoretically, thoroughly indivi-
dualized ins ruction would flpinate pfoblems of articulation
since the av ability of.f.Nxible curriculum options and varied
instructional approaches should enable the student to take up a
course at his current level of achievement and proceed at his
own pace regardless of his prior educational experiences. How-

ever, few school systems in the county approach this utopian
situation.

4
See the case studies of Morgan School (Washington D.C.) .and
Ocean Hill-Brownsville (New York City) in Arthur D. Little, Inc.,
Urban Education: Eight Experiments in Community Control,
(Report to Office of Economic Opportunity, October 31, 1969).
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Efforts to design curricula and adapt instruction to local
-1,"7:. conditions can be expected to result in greater diversity,,among

schools and discontinuities between levels of schools unless
actions are taken to assure effective articulation and the
opportunity for continuous progress. One approach.is to utilize
curriOlum or subject matter specialists, operating from the
central Ot area offices,' to work ihth department heads or teachers
on a district-wide or area-wide basis to assure inter-school

1

continuity and consistency (critics say standard zation and uni-
formity). This approach is finding increasingly less favor in
large school systems because of its relatively 1 w cost-effect-
iveness, because of the difficulty of involving ocal parents
or advisory groups indecisions about curriculum and instruction,
and because the traveling spJ'cialists or their supervisors are
in nO way,accountable to the schools, parents, or advisory groups,
yeti, under this system, significantly influence decisions made.

Growing in acceptance is the approach involving concepts
of differentiated staffing, where a few uniquely competent
teachers in a School (or.in a very small number of.meighboring
schools) are assigned (end paid extra for undertaking) special-
ized but part-time roles in curriculum development and adapta-
tiop,instructional improvement, and teacher development and
training. Thus, while they remain as part-time teachers in a
school,' they also serve as specialized resource persons to the
students, teachers and parents of students pf that school, which
means that they not (Zly can be more sens it ve to the school
environment and more deeply aware of devel mental needs in that,

school, they also tend to be more committed to the developmental
process there and are likely to feel or be more accountable to
the local school administrator and parents of students.

Recently, and partially as a result of the Coleman Study, it has
been recognized that characteristics of-the student body in'a school
affect educational achieement in that school. Heterogeneity (of race
and socioeconomic status) is now regarded as a plus factor in enrich-
ing the educational experiences of a group of students. Tracking or
homogeneoUs ability grouping (establishing classes by levels of stu-
dent ability) is rapidly losing favor. This means that integration
on the basis of race, socioeconomic status, and academic ability
supports the achievement of quality education.5

In this discussion it is neither necessary nor appropriate to
imply that quality education is dependent upon the adoption anduse of
particular innovations. The point is that progress toward quality
education is facilitated by the adoption and use of improved educe-

5
Coleman, James S., Equality of Educational Opportunity,
National Center for Educational Statistics, U. S.
Government Printing Office, Washington D.C., 1966',
pp. 22-23.
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tional concepts and methods. Further, more lo alized decision-making
proVides the flexibility for trying new approaches and selecting those
that more adequately meet local needs. Efficient delivery of quality
education is facilitated when innovations found to be useful in cer- ,

tain specific situations can be quickly disseminated to and effective- f To

ly adopted in other very similar Situations.

2. Representation

-The issue of representation-- or more accurately, the lack
of it -- in governing and decisiurmaking processes is of criti-
cal and contemporary importance. Of particular importance to
the considerations of the Joint Committee is the issue of non-
representation in the functioning of school boards (either elected
or appointed) of very large cities. As stated in another Arthur

D. Little report:

"The school hoard, whether elected or appointed is
supposed to somehow represent someone in their role
as a school board member. The question is! whether
or not the appropriate persons are being iepresented
in an effective manner. In earlier times, the local
scbobl superintendent faced a local board and the
board was comprised of persons who knew one another,
as well as the superintendent and the various parents
of the children enrolled in 'the school system. We f

still have some of these small school district's in
existence in the United States today. Under such
circumstances, there was far less question of whether
or not the various people were being represented.
They were being communicated with and issues were
being discussed between board members, lay public,
and the superintendent as well as the teachers."

"As we moved to a more . . [urban] society, we
found a second stage wherein the community was
then too large for the board member to hate any
effective relationship with a substantial*opor-
tion of the parents. But, the community was (and
in some instans still is) homogeneous in the
sense that, primarily white collar and professional
people tend to live in a,given suburb, the board
membera tend to be of those kinds of persons, and
they understand very readily the professionalized
white collar approach to the educator. Under
these circumstances, the implicit assumptions a.
value systems of the school board members and of
the community at large tend to be ordered in the
same fashion so that while there is no strict rep-
resentation in its true form (i.e., communication
and discussion of the issues With the involved

III-5
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a.

concituents in the system) there is nevertheless
a basic congruence. One can at least say 'he is
like me and therefore will probably tend to rep-
resent my wishes and interests as a school board
member.'"

"As th community' becomes even larger, the situa-
tion gins to fragment seriously. The, persons
livin in the area are no longer a homogeneous
group. They represent a variety of value systems,
priori ies of values, degree of partitipation in
the community.and so forth. Now, there is a real
question as to whether or mot the school board
member (who tends to be an older professional
person) in fact represents any one other than
himself, the person who provided for his nomina-
tion and/or election to the board, and in some
indirect sense those few other persons who happen
to holpl, the same value priorities as he does. In.

these circumptandes, there is a serious issue.of
non-repredentation. It appears to 1e based on
three basic shortcomings of the system and the
. . . [urban] environment:

a. The lack of organization of particular
subsets of the community. This ,is the case
where there are a variety of persons, all
having the same unrepresented needs, but
not enough commonality of social interaction
or communication so as to organize for commun-
ication to one or more of the school board
members. Under these circumstances, this
group will not be represented unless one or
more of the school board members goes out of
his way to find out what is not being re-
flected in their policy decisions so as to
meet the needs of there particularized
groups. This will be an unusual act, of
initiative since it involves volunteeridg
to help a group which can neither help nor
hurt him. He must do this in the face of
all the pressures for conformity we have
outlined above. The alternative is for some
outside source to provide the measure to
organize this sector of the community as
has been done by organizing poor in certain
situations and the Black militants in others.

111-6
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b. Lack of political process. As the school
board is typically a "non-political" institu-
tion, and tends

to

run at large in the commun-
ity as opposed to being tied to a specific
ward or territory, the candidates cannot
focus on a specific constituency so as to
represent a particular point of view other
than that of the majority's point of view.
A particularized constituency such as an
ethnic group which tends,,to be concentrated
in certain zones of pity cannot bring
to bear any redress or reward by threatening
to vote for or against any particular school
board member. This is further compounded by
the fact that being non-political, a school
board member often then does not have any
strength in dealing with city hall and other
elected officials so as to obtain-appropriate
changes in tax bases or site locations or
fact sties planning in coordination with
the Department of Roads, to cite one example.
This when they do have a point to represent
they are oftentimes rendered impotent in
dealing with other officials who have a
much stronger and more particular sense and
base of political power.

c. The lack of knowledge problem. This
has to do with the communications problem
arising from the constraint of "planned
ignorance" which . . . This was aided and
abetted by the fact of a professionalized
language used by school administrators
and other professional personnel which
make it difficult for the,laymen or the
various constituencies to understand what
is being talked about and to understand
the consequences of various alternative
programs. The alternative programs are
seldom defined or presented in terms of
their benefits or actual' performances on
behalf of the children in school system..
This leads to a lack of interest on the

part of various board members who find it
difficult to communicate between the two
sides of the situation."6

Arthur D. Little, Inc., School Board Representation ofDis-
advantaged Clientele (Report C-70432 to Office of Economic
Opportunity, December,1968), pp. 21 -23.'
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Not only is it important to,assure that pOlicy makers get
an accurate aired representatiye sense of the pattern of educational
needs existing in the district -- including infensities of need --
for the purpose of getting priorities a'nd "fine tuning" policy,
but it is also impoitaht that the board,and the pUblic receive
accurate "feedback" information regarding: (a) the ways prio
ties are being acted upon and policies are being implemented b
the administrative apparatus; (b) the aCtual effects of such_i
actions and implementation; a a (c) requirement's for further
modification and change.

The principle of representation as it applies to decision-
making in school systems implies that those who will be important-
.ly affected'by a decision should be able to register clearly their
views with the decision-making agency and influence the nature of
the decision in accordance with the propoition of .parties-in-
interest taking a given position or the degree of good or ill

0

that may, result to one'or more of the parties-in-interest from
the decision. There are several other principles which are

.

-1 corollary to the one stated.

a. Effective, representation requiris involvement of
the various parties-in-interest in exploration of issues and
in the determination of priorities and maximally bene-
ficial actions.

b. Involvement cannot be sustained unless the power
to influence decisions and adtion,is effectively shared with
representatives of the parties-in-interest.

c. Policy decisions, affecting the areas containing
heterogeneous groups tend to be focused on the needs and desires
of the majority and are often inadeqUately responsive to
the unique needs of minority 'groups.

d. Short of confrontation tactics individuals or
groups not representing majority interests find it difficult to
make an impact on a large, complex bureaucratic system

IY/IC

even if hey represent a substantial minority. The inertia
of suc a system and the degree to which responsibility and,
accountability seems to be diffused through such a system
and result in 4n accumulation of pressures and demands for,
action or redress at the top of the system.

111-8
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Advisory committees and councils have been used both in Los
Angeles and elsewhere (New York City, for example) in attempts
to provide for additional involvement of members of the commun-
ity in plant and activities of'the schools. Although experience
with these advisory groups is mixed, most appear to be ineffective.7
Some seem to work acceptably' when the principal arranges for broad-
ly representative membership and he and the school. staff are re-
sponsive to the advice given. However, there is growing disen-
chantment with such advisory groups on three different counts:
"(a) principals may elect now to have such a group, or they may
constitute such groups from members of the community they regard
as "safe" and supportive, thusfrustrating those who would like
to bring about some change; (b) as,chartered, advisory groups
have no power to insist on change even at the local school level

-if the principal decides to ignore the group's advice;-ana
(c) if'the principal agrees with the advice and would like to
implement it, such changes can be and often are frustrated in
the administrative systemabove him, because they are in
apparent conflict with a generalized and difficult to modify
pblicy which may, not be appropriate to the situation in that
school.8

In light of the representation problems cited above, it is'
important that steps be, taken at local levels to insure respon-
sive and responsible action in the schools. Quality education .

should address the educational needs of the local community and °

reflect the aspirations and interests of parents whose children,
are attending school, of the students themselves, and also the
knowledge and insight.of professionals trained to develop
students' learning skills and to stimulate their intellectual
and personal development. Further, administrators of schools
or a zone of schOols should be able to influence the nature and
extent of resources and services made available to them in accord-
ance With the relative need of the schools or zone. Accordingly,
reorganization:alternatives which rank high on the criterion, of
representation will afford opportunities for:

a. Parents to influence the management of the
schools and the nature and qualify of the educational experi-
ences afforded by the School(s) in their. locality.

7 Rogers, David, 110 Livingston Street,New York: Random House,

1968, pp. 370-384.
8 Project 18 advisory committee evaluation and discussion gfoups.

ti
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or b. Parents and students to influence the qliality
of the teaching /learning environment in the local schkol(s).

c. Parents to become involved enough in school
activities to support the school functioris and positively
influence their children's attitude toward school.

d. School personnel to'communicate effectively
about the needs of 'schools and the results of school programs
so that voters can make-informed decisions about supporting
the schools.

e. The principal and teachers oT a school to accur-
ately reflect to responsible boards and higher.administrative
echelons the requirements for differentiated allocations of
resources in accordance with the assessed needed of that
school.

f. School system personnel to obtain prompt, fair,
and objective hearings and action regarding grievances.

34 Cost

The criterion of "cost" is frequently raised from all
quarters; including board members, citizens, legislators, and
teachers. NHowever, the consideration of costs can become
thoroughly confusing unless basic concepts and definitions
are clearly stated and adhered to in the course of any evalua-
tion. In heated exchanges among parties-in-interest regarding
the subject of "costs", the, parties are rarely dischssing the
same costs -- the home-owning parent is thihking in terms of 4
his property tax costs, the legislator is thinking in terms
of the appropriation from the State's general fund, and the
board member is concerned, with the cost of resqprces such as
teachers' salaries: For comparative purposes, the relevant
perspective is the latter, namely, resource costs. In com-
paring resource costs there are several measurement concepts
necessary:

a. Unit Costs

This term refers to the total cost of all resources
used per unit of output. It is generally determined by dividing
the total annual operating cost of a school system by the total
number of students served for that year and expressed as the cost4
per student as students' enrollments are likely to change during
the year because of transfer, dropout or graduation at midyear in
some systems, or, more typically, the cost per-average daily attendee.

III-10
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-b. -Economies of Scale of Operation

*;.

As the totalannual operating cost is made up of fixed
annual components whj-ch do not change,as-a direct function of the
number of 'students (e.g., superintendent's salary, interest on
Indebtedness, etc.) and those which do vary (materials, textbooks,
teachers, etc.), the unit costs of the overall system will vary
according to the qumbers of students. If we diagram these costs
they will appear as shown in the following exhibit.

k

$ cost per
student at
constant
qualrty of
education

Exhibit III-1

Coses, by Number of Sfudents
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The line identified as FC represents fixed -costs per

unit. Where the number of students is small',' the fixed ,cost
perstudent will be high; where the number is large, the fixed
cost per student will be /ow.

The VC line refers to variable -costs per unit which,
at some point, will begin to increase for a variety of reasons
such as the use of portable classrooms when buildings become
full, increasing amounts of time and,material devoted to coord-
ination, increasing- costs ormaintenance and repa,i/S, etc.

Finally, the line labeled TC referyto total costs per
unit whiff merely reflect the vertical addition of FC per unit
and VC per unit at each point on the scale of the number of
students.

The question of whether.a system is achieving its
economy of scale is whether the schoororganization is opera-
ting at or near the lowest point on the TC curve.
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c. Technical Cost Efficienty

AB is seen in the diagram above, the total cost curve
(TO is the result of fixed and variable costs. ts.shePe as
well as height or level is determined by the shapes and
heights of the VC andFC curves. Their shapes and heights are,
in turn, determined by the-way in which resources are organized.
For example, the variable cost curve is primarily comprised of
certificated and classified personnel salaries, consequently,'
an increaseAn the pupil-teacher ratio will substantially lower
the entire curve and a decrease.will raise it. Similarly, a
combination of certificated, aid non-certificated personnel in
the classroom (with no change in the pupil-teacher ratio, con-
sidering non-certificated personnel'as teachers), and construc-
tion of additional classroom space where needed will change the
shape of the total cost curve by lowering and flattening the VC
curve and raising the FC curve. Therefore, the technical cost
efficiency ,question is whether a different organization of
resources will yield a higher or lower total unit cost while
providing the same quality of output; or, conversely, whether
it will yield higher or lower quality of education at the same
total unit cost..

The preceding are overall measurement concepts treat-
ing the education system as a producer of only one product,
namely. education: Furthermore, the concepts treat the "goods
in the manufacturing process" (i.e., the students) being equal
in the sense that each requires the application of the same
amount'and kind of resources (books, teachers, transportation;
etc.) to yield-the same unified product (i.e., an "educated"
student). We know however that such is not the, case for we
tend to produce several educ ;tional products: students prepared
for college;- students prepared for a vocation; and students
prepared to be responsible citizens. Hd5e-fully the latter is
included in both of the former. Similarly, we tend to have
significant differences among the "goods in process" which
require different resources to yield equivalent educational
products. For example, .non- English- speaking student's require
different resources in the form-of specialized teachers (ESL)
and texts if they are to meet the quality standards upon
completion of their education. These aspects are treated
in the section above on quality education. For these reasons,
differences in students and the natures of the completed
educations, we must introduce a fourth concept

45.
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d. Allocational Cost Efficiency

If we take the preceding three concepts, unit costs,
economy of scale, and technical cost efficiency, and, rather
than apply them to the total education system as if it had one
type of student and one product, apply them to each different
group of students and type of education, we have the situation
similar to a manufacturer producing several different products
using different manufacturing methods and materials.- The prob-
lem now is to determine how to allocate resources, in view of
different unit costs, efficiencies of scale, and technical cast
efficiencies so. the overall system can be viewed as-producing
all products in the optimally efficient and effective manner.
For example, educatip4of the emotionally disturbed, the
mentally retardee:Fand the physically handicapped, requires
highly specialized and costly resources and their incidence
in the population is fairly small. Consequently, tne scale of
operation in terms of total student population might be most
efficient in A system with an ADA of 80,000 to 100,000. On -
the other band, the education of children to be responsible
citizens might be most efficiently handled in a system with
an ADA ,of 10,000.1 The problem of allocating resources (teachers
for both kinds of education, schools for each, transportation
for handidapped Students, and different materials and supplies)
and organizing them to achieve the technical cost efficiencies
in each so the total system realizes the scaldeconomies poss-
ible while achieving quality standards is the key problem of
school system administration. The objective of.the Program
Planning and Budgeting System of accounting is to measure the
allocational costs so they can be evaluated and managed in this
fashion.

Finally, while not specifically.a.cost criterion
item, a mention of the other side of the equation, quality
requirements, must be made. In free-market operations such
as those approximated in the supermarket, ea.person can
purchase the quality wanted and pay the appropriate price.
To a certain extent, this is true ineducation, one can enroll
one's children in a private school or move to a different
school system which offers a different quality. -Where open
market opportunities exist, unacceptable levels of quality for
a given price are fairly quickly rejected (i.e., no one buys
them as other products give a better value for the price). In
education the process is considerably slower, partly because
the measurement of quality is. considerably more difficult for
the purchasers, partly because the final product results long
after the beginning of the process, and partly because without
an open market mechanism appropriate qualities must be negotia-,
ted via parents, teachers, administrators, school boards, tax
and board elections, hearings, and legislative processes.
Therefore, while the open market situation tends,to bring about
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reorganization and reallocation of resources by the producing
organization,based on revenue (sales) and cost relationships,
purchasers of public educationfind it difficult to reduce
the producer's revenues by purchasing a preferred and identifi-

able product. Note that the alternative product may be more
costly but also, of considerably better quality. It is this
choice, generally unavailable in education, except for a rela-
tively affluent minority, which brings about changes in the
cost and quality relationihips. In fact, in public education
it is possible to enter into a negative cycle where purchasers
(taxpayers and legislators), not willing to accept the present
quality find their only effective recourse is to vote against
increasing the revenues because they fear that it will only be
reflected in an increase of costs without an increase in quality.
The next step in the cycle is for the school system, faced with
rising resource costs, to further reduce quality rather than
reallocate resources in a technically efficient manner -- thus
the stage is set for another negative cycle. With the lack of
the open market mechanism, this side of the equation must be
handled by the use of PPB$ accounting methods and a clear rep-
resentation of all parties-in-interest throughout the processes
of negotiating cost and quality relationships to which School
administrators must be held publicly accountable. -(See the

preceding and next sections On Representation ,and Accountability.)

In conclusion, the cost criterion can be summarized
by stating that a school, district organization will be judged
as meeting the criterion if it is allocating its resources to
various students' needs and N.& types of education produced
so as to realize the technical cost efficiencies possible, thus

allowing an optimal total unit cost while delivering,an.accept-
able quality of education. And, a less stringent but more
workable criterion, reorganization and reallocation of resources

is to be preferred if it delivers greater quality at the same
total 'unit cost.
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4. Accountability

The concept of accountability has several important
dimensions:

Specification and agreement
as to what is to be accomplished The planning function
and in what.time frame.

The nature and extent of
resources to be used in accom-
plishing the objectives.[

The implementation

Specification of the indi- function

vidual(s) or agency responsible
for accomplishing the objectives.

The means (instruments or
indicators) ofnassessing arcom, The evaluative function.

plishment.

The person, group, or agency
with sanctioning power to whom

The accountability

the results are to be reported.
application function

The concept of performance accountability has found accept-
ance and use in business and industry (management by objectives)

but only recently has it been applied to schools. School systems

frequently make generally stated commitments such as "Every child
shall be provided with an adequate education," but all too often
' tadequate education" is defined in terms of input resources, e.g.,
teachers, dollars, books, plant and equipment. Only rarely, and
recently, has "adequate education" come.to be defined in output

terms, i.e., student learning. And even less frequently has that
output been systematically related tp the costs and alternative

ways of producing student learning of specified kinds and degrees.

Any organization form should be considered in light Of the

ways-in which it facilitates or inhibits applications of the con-

Acept of accountability. Several such consilieratIons are suggest-

ed below.
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Does the organization form facilitate the definition
of behavioral or learning objectives for students in
specific schools?

Is thee assurance that the assessment of educational
needs will be systematically carried out in each'
school and used in curriculum, instruct;on and taff-
ing planning?

Is there assurance of local community involvement in
the assessment of educational needs in each school,
in the definition of educational objectives and plan-
ning for the achievement of those objectives?

Is responsibility specified for meeting the defined
educational needs of schools, and do appropriate
managerial prerogatives accompany that responsibility?

Can adequate research and development resources be'
brought to bear on the development of appropriate
instruments for assessing educational needs, for
monitoring achievement, for diagnosing difficulties
of individial students, for evaluating and reporting
student achievement, and for analyzing and reporting
the costs of that achievement?

Is there latitude for schools to adopt special pro-
grams and utilize funds in discretionary ways to
meet special needs?

Are mechanisms available to assure differential
allocation of educational resources to students
and schools with unique requirements?

Does the management information system provide
"feedback" to local school staff on the results
(including cost-effectiveness) of their efforts,
and does it permit comparison of results among
schoolp?

Are both policy and admi istrative decision-making
prerogatives located ap ropriately to make the best
use of feedback information in sensitively fy-

ing the application of resources -?

Eveff though few, if any, school systems could answer affirm-
atively all the questions listed above, it is important that'
efforts be launched and support provided for,progress in those

directions. District organization should support and certainly

not inhibit those developmental efforts.
4
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There are some stzps being taken now to, move in the direc-
tion of greater performance accountability. The application of
planning programming and budgeting systems (PPBS), to schools is

Sbeing researched in California now. Several school districts
are involved in pilot projects underthe auspices of the State
Advisory Commission on SOhool District Budgeting and Accounting.
Performance contracts are being bid and let to non-scho0.agen-
cies to produce specified levels,of student performance within
certain time, e.g., Texarkana School District with porset, Inc.
Independent accomplishment audits are'being conceived' to assure
that_defined objectives are met.9 A similar program is being
launched in the San Diego Unified School District with-SRA and
another firm. But in addition to these rather grand and Milo-
Vative efforts there are some steps that can be taken now to
improVeaccountability.

One possibility is to systematically measure and report
the learning achievement of each student during a specified
period of time. Instead of reporting the median reading score
of a class or grade (as many schools do now), the report should
-show the frequency distribution of the "months of achievement"
attained by each student in a Oxen number of months of instruc-
tion. It is more meaningful (in terms of stimulating appropri-

. ate action) to know that 40 percent of the students in a class
achieved less than seven months of expected achievement in nine
months of instruction than it is to know that the median reading
score for the class was at the median for the district or state.
Similar feedback could be obtained in other basic skill subjects.

Other information could be used in decisions to allocate
resources differentially to schools manifesting special or
particularly intense needs.1° For example, where student tran-
siency is high the costs of (equivalent) instruction are higher
than normal and the efficiency of instruction is lower. Where a
student enters an eighth grade social studies course demonstrat-
ing a fifth grade reading level, the instructional materials most
appropriate for him will be different than those for modt of the
class.

A major problem lies in the fact that even now a principal
(or his superior) does not know the elements of instructional
cost applied to students, courses and classes, In general,

costs are aggregated at the school level in gross categories:
so much for salaries, so much (a standard amount) per pupil for
instructional materials, and so on. At the present time he has
little if any basis for determining what it would cost to achieve
even one or two defined educational objectives. Improved cost

accounting as well as student performance accounting at the
'school level is imperative if local school manage s are to be
accountable for educational cost-effectiveness.

9
Leon Lessinger, "Accountability SiNEducation' NCSP News,
February, 1970.

-10
See Appendix G on Resource Allocation for the results, of an
analysis of resource allocations in a sampling of 15 elemen-
tary schools.
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5. Integralon

Among many educationar researchers, as noted earlier,L'sdhbol
integration to achieve.heterogeneity and balance among students
differing as to race, socioeconomic status and academic aptitude
(as well as te) improve self-images of children and a sense of

)

control over the4 own destiny) is generally regarded as valid
contributoi to quality), education. ,Student heterogeneity lab

implies a possibility 'for flexibility of classroom proces which
is not often evidenced under present systems; facile students
have demonstrated their ability to better grasp and assimilate

it subje matter when they are used'as a teaching resource for
less' acile students, and.thus both rote learning and compre-
hension take place at all levels at a faster rate under this
arrangement.11 The questions in achieving improved integration
are: How? To what degree? At what cost? % , ,

, .

Some teachers react negatively toward aptitude heterogene-
ity and claim it hinders 9eir effectiveness and efficiency irk
the classroom; that it takes inordinate amounts of preparation
time to prepare virtually two separate work plans; and that it
leads to class disruption by the students to which teaching is
not addressed (i.e., boredom is manifest if the level at which
teaching occurs is either too high4or too low). However, these
arguments are somewhat parochial. Since heterogeneity, as
implied by the educational researchers, implies a proper
balance and mix of students, so polarity cannot occur (betwe'en
a block of extremely advanced and extremely disadvantaged
children, for exampleX,

The ecent ruling (subsequently being appealed) by Judge
Gittelson mandated racial integration as a criterion by requiring
schools in the LAUSD to achieve a racial balance of not less
than-10 percent minority students and no more than 49 percent
minority students, defining minority as Black and Spanish surname.

The issue of racial integration as a criterion is a very
prickly issue. Different groups assign it vastly different
priorities. Minority groups themselves are sharply divided
as to whether integration is an overriding criterion, without
which quality education is impossible, or whether quality of
education can be achieved in de facto segregated schools, given
proper organization (accountability, representatibn, and finan-
cing). Also, although many whites are genuinely concerned with
integration, others do not consider it worth the cost (financially,
socially, or emotionally), and still others resent it being made
a criterion by court decree. Furthermore, many white parents

11
From a visit to the Nova elementary, secondary and community
college campus in Broward County, Florida.
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do not want their children to attend sChools.enrolling substan-
tial numbers of minority students (often citing fears for their
safety); and many minority groups, for various reasons, want
to see schools their children attend taught, administered, and
governed by members of their'ciwn minority group. .Since less
than half: of any school will be bussdd, both groups view with
alarm the process by which children'will be selected (against
their will?) for bussing, (i.e., who gets selected and who
doesn't?). Differences of ppinion about integration and bussing
were apparent in our corduraty discussion groups.12 The reasons
for their responses are siAila to citizens elsewhere,13 pri-
marily centAring around the fac that'LAUSD has litited resources
and the use of such a large propo tion of them cannot be justi-
fiedas cost effective in producing a higher quality of educa-
tion (even some minority respondents usathis argument), the
amount of time students will have to spend on busses, the fact
that there were other ways of integrating besides bussing (this
is a rationalization for those unwilling to admit disinterest.
in integration, since there is no other way of integration
other than bussing), 14 and the assertion that the ultimate;
means'of integration is through housing patterns, not the
schools (another rationalization that haA stalemated inte-
gration for decades and a central focus of the de facto
segregation suits).

Some supporters of integration see attempts to reorganize
large city school districts as efforts to subvert the progress
of racial integration.

6., Implementability

As with any social system, no form of organization can reach
its full'effecpiveness or its full efficiency if it is not
supported at all levels and by all parties-in-interest. Student '

support for the .system can be seen through their attendance
rates, participation.in school activities, the extent of vandal-

,ism in schools, and so on. Citizen support is evidenced through
willingness to pay taxes for the schools, and through their

12
See Appendix E, Evaluation of Alternatives by Various Parties-
in-Interest.

13 Crain, Robert, The Politics,of School Desegregation. Chicago:

Aldine Publishing Company, 1968.
14

See the discussion of integration in Section III-B below.
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acceptance of the quality of output of'the system (do parents
encourage their children in the pursuit of education? Teachers
are seen as supportive of the system when they work toward
school or district objectives, when they seek new and vital
roles in the system, and when they seek to explain school
objectives to parents and encourage interaction between parent,
student and school. Principals, likewise, are supportive of
the system when they exercise both leadership and controlof
the schools which they administer, communicating and working
with their staff to- achieve objectives, and establishing and
implementing procedures for evaluating their success in meet-
ing objectives.15 And so it goes throughout all levels of
organization with not only proper authority evident, but also
willing assumption of responsibility. Therefore, in judging
any form of organization, the questions that need to be asked
are: What is the overall level of support for this organiza-
tion? What groups strongly favor it, and what influence do
they have on the system? What groups present strong resistance
against it, and what influence do they have on the system?
Will each level of organization assume proper responsibility
for matters under its control, and exercise its authorities
as expected?

Also involved in implementability.is the magnitude of the
task of planning for and implementing a given form of organiza-
tion. Additional considerations if organizational change is to
be impleinented involve the probable general acceptance of the
changeover cost of moving to a new form of organization, and
also the "political cost" of adopting a new form of organiza-
tion. For example, the adoption of an organization alternative
unpopular to educators might result in substantial losses of
personnelL2doption of an organization alternative intensely
resisted by some groups might result in political coalitions
to defeat legislation for school fundinjk tax or school bond
elections, or elected officials.

15
For a good, detalrled look at support during the IS 201
controversy, see Minter, Thomas K., Intermediate School 201,
Manhattan: Center of Controversy, Cambridge, Massachusetts,
June 2, 1967.,

4'
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B. The Need for Reorganization

A first question to be addressed is whether a reorganization of
large urban unified school districts, as exemplified by the
LAUSD, ig:needed or, as some persons asserthe problem is
merely one of obtaining more funds so the present organization
may perform adequately. We have addressed this qtiestion from

the viewpoints of various parties-in-interest: teachers,

principals, parents and citizens, area and central administra-
tors, and board members, all from the perspective of the ability
of the present organization with or without additional funding,
to meet the criteria set forth in the previous section.
Tfiroughout the various phases of study.; the administration and
Board of LAUSD have been thoroughly helpful, both in reviewing
various study efforts and in providing key data.

In summary, our information and analyses yield the following
general conclusions:

School district reorganization to large cities
is not only needed, it is imperative if improved
educational quality is to be achieved. The
mere addition of funds supplied 'to and channeled
through the large, highly centralized and bureau-
cratic systems will yield diminishing returns
where the returns are already unsatisfactory to
a variety of parties-in-interest.1

The present organizational form has inherent
inabilities, because of that form, to fulfill
effectively the criteria of quality education,
representation, cost, accountability or imple-
mentability. Furthermore, the one criterion
it is capable of fulfilling, integration, has
not met in a total of 17 years, while the
difftdarty (and hence the cost) of fulfilling
that criterion has continued to increase
year-by-year. These inabilities and inactions
are not unknown or unnoticed by persons holding
responsible positions in LAUSD, but the failure
of the present organization to isipleMent
performance audits and to establish effective
internal checks and balances, plus the natural

1
This is supported by Similar studies of large urban schciol
districts in other states. See for example, Harry A. Passow,
Towar4 Creating a Model School System: A Study of the
Washington D.C. Public Schools., (New York, Columbia Teachers
College, 1967.); also Peter Schrag, Village School Downtown
Boston, Beacon Press, 1967.)
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inertia of a. large centralized bureaucra y, have
ledilin the absence of sufficient outside pressure
or incentive, to an increas ngly lessened ability
to fulfill the criteria. Th spOradic attempts
at self-correction, such as the 1960 reorganization ,

study and the recently announced "decentralization
plan", do not focus adequately on major deficien-
cies inherent in the organization form and do not
go nearly far enough in resolving ev those prob-
lems which are identified. .

Teachers, citizen opinion leaders, principals,
central and, area administrators and school, board
members concur that reorganization in some form
Is necessary and' be expected to impr
the efficiency of the sAool System. Ho ever,
,mandating school district reorganization alone
without improving the level of funding or chang-,
"ing the sources of funding runs the risk of
aborting the goals of reorganization. Many
citizens and persOnnel connected with school
systems mistrust the State Legislature and
are wary of the motires of the Joint Committee.
They resent th4 actions of the Legislature in
mandating new programs and change witho t o-

viding funding to implement those c es; they
feel that by, its title and the bills which
members have sponsored, the Joint Committee is
more concerned with school district reorganiza-
tion as an end in itself rather than as a means
of improving the quality of education..2 Any''

reorganization without the support of key
parties-in-interest ,(discussed under the criter-
ion of implementability) can never be fully
effective. The Legislature must seek to deal
with these issues concurrently with any.reo*-
anization effort.

The following is a discussion of the ability Of thepresent organi-
zation form to fulfill the six criteria bet forth'in the preceding
section.

1. 'Quality Education
1, ,

If we begin by examining the output quality of LAUSD,
we find serious deficiencies in student performance on reading .

tests. At the high school level, only 16 of 47 high schools
have "median reading Scores at or abOve the,tedian for the
United States. Furthermore, only one of the 16 has more than

2
See Appendix.E, for aq.analysis of the community diadtssfon groups.
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20 perCent minority children in attendance.
3

Similarly, at the
early elementary level, an analysis of third grade reading
scores shows that fork the 151-schools having 85 percent or more
white children, only 58 have a median score equal to or exceed-
ing the United States median, while the 132 schools having 85
percent or more black and/or Spanish surname children have only
one,school equal to or exceeding the United States median.4

Measuring-the present organization's output in terms
of senior high school 'graduates also indicates serious problems.
In 1967, 31 percent of all high schools in LAUSD were gradua-

, ting fewer than-70 percent of their, entering students; By 1968
the figure was 40 percent, as Table III-1 below indicates.
Furthermore, a comparison between( the two years shows a decrease
of three percent in the 90 percent or more category, (which are
to be found in the 80-90 percent category). Likewise, the 10-80
percent category deCreased.by nine percent, Which are to be
found in the 60-70Tpercent category. Moreover, none of the
lower categories improved; all in all the system- appears to`be
deteriorating in its ability to keep students through 'graduation.

.

Table III-1: Graduation Rates from LAUSD Senior High Schools,

Percent of Class Graduating* Percent of Schools in Category

1967 1968

90% or more 7% 4%

80 -90% 22% 25%

70-80% 40% 31%.

60-70% 16% 25%

50-60% 13% 13%

40-50% 2% 2%

* Adjusted for those completing graduation requirements at a
later date.

Source: Los Angeles City School Districts, Auxiliary Services
Division, Graduation and Attrition Rates in Los Angeles-City
Senior High Schools, Classes of 1967 and 1968, Report No. 296,
May 1969:

3 Individual Elementary and Secondary School Data, State Testing
Program, Fall 1968 LAUSD,-,Auxiliary Services Division, Measure-
ment and Evaluation Section,(Report No. 298) pp. 41-45.

Prepared exhibit submitted by Vahac Mardirosian, Chairman,
Mexicank,American Education Commission, December 22, 1969. Data

are froth LAUSD Measurement and Evaluation Section, Report No. 382.

56
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A look at the racial balance of tIr schools in the
bottom two categories highlights the problem of minority schools:
all but one school have minority students in excess of 50 percent.
In fact; all but two in the bottom two'categories have 99-100
percent minorities.

Beyond these few gross indicators of output quality, a
considerable amount of testimonial and interview information
bears directly oh the effectiveness with which he educational

process is managed.5

Mere 4s a tendency for automatic4idvancement from
grade-to-grade which, when combined with sub-standard'. reading
and writing skills, results in children arriving at the secondary'
level unable to learn as rapidly as the rate for which the
curriculum is designed. This results in students who may be
interested in a given subject but who are both unable to cope
'with the reading requirements and unable to express themselves
adeuqately. Furthermore, as these students do not manage -to
assimilate the full curriculum in the school year,\they begin
the next year behind not only in the basic skills, but also in
subject knowledge assumed as prerequisite. Thig leads, year
after year, to an increasingly difficult teaching situation in
the higher grades. Improvement in output indicators, normalized
for each year by curriculum area highlight differences or
departures from quality education and might stimulate planning
for differential resource allocations to achieve defined
Objectived'for output requirements. Technically, this can be
accomplished within the present organizational form, but,.

'since the organizational form is fnherently weak in terms of
accountability (see below) there is little incentive to do so.

There appears to be limited ability, or at least
constraints on the ability, to define output objectives and to
rearrange the application of resources in order to increase the
quality of output in specific areas of need. The_following
exaMple illustrates the point.

At the beginning of the year to school had
two teachers more than it should have had
under the provisions of new budgetary cut-

backs. Despite attempts to cover up the
fact that they had these two teachers, the
teachers were removed eightftweeks after the

See Appendixes B, Summaries of Field Work and I, Selected
Evaluations of Alternatives. . Further information is 06'4be

found in transcripts of hearings and individual discussion
group write-ups, which are not included in this report.

7
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6
From an interview with a LAUD teacher, January 1970.

7
See/Appendix C for an analysis of the Jordaa and Garfield
Co plexee:

schoolyear,had begun. These two Engl h'teachers
had been used as reading teachers to onduct
special reading classes foFforeign orn stydents
who were having particular problems Therefore,
when the teachers left, each(Engli, class was
Increased to around 40 studats a the students
were allocated among all the cla ses, regardless
of the ability Of the class versus the ability'_
of the student. This particu r teacher was,
given two foreign torn etude. s (eight we s

after the year had begun), o were conce ned
enough about their plight, that th to

the principal to explain hat the teacher was
teaching an advanced clams, was going so fast
that they could not ker3 up, that they were
consequently bored, aid that if something
weren't done; they p obably would become discip-
line problems to th principal. The principal
explain0 that the e was nothing he could do.
He then called th English teacher in and sugges-
ted she would ha e to go more slowly for these
students. She id not feel that her college
preparatory cl s could afford to have such a
slow down, so he ended up egery night doing
tow sets of ercises one for her two slow
students and one for the rest. Thus situation
is still co tinuing and has caused such a con-
cern that ext year they are going to take
another English teacher out of the'English
classes d have her concentrate on a reading
program, or foreign bOrn students. However,
it doe mean that all the other classes will
becom still larger.6

And finally, in cases where allocations have
app ared to be arranged around output objectives
(in the complex experiments, for example), local
programming and innovations do not appear to be
disseminated throughout the system. Consequently,
ny benefits forthcoming from the experiments tend

/6t
remain localized,7

if

I-,

)8
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If we shift our focus to'examine thg input side of 'the
quality education issue, we are Paced with even more inexcuseable
failures of the system. In an examination of a specially drawn
sample of 15 elementary schools representing varying degrees of
reading achievement without special funding from State or Federal
sources, it'is apparent that there islittle, if any, differenti-
ation in the allocation'of staff and instructional resources
(materials and funding) among schools with varying degrees of
need.8 This tends to be true, an average for all schools in
terms of instructional dollars per student on an average daily
attendance basis when grouped according to median reading score.9
Where the intent of differentially allocating resources is un-
avoidably clear, namely, Title I, ESEA, the present system has'
difficulty in defining and planning output expectations and
has difficulty in planning and allocating resources according
to prerequisite needs.

Parents and community groups, particularly in central
city areas, voiced considerable frustration at the system's
inability to differentiate education on the basis of need, as
well as the lack of responsiveness of individual schools to
meet the needs of their students.1°

1

'S
The District is severely critr icized for lack of diff-

erentiation in application and control of Title 1, ESEA resources
in local. schools:

'Ihe Title I project within the Los Angeles
)Anified School District, with the exception

of previously specified activities, seemed
tO constitute a funding of people and items
rather than a comprehensive educational pro -
gram which had been designed to prescriptively
meet the diagnosed educational needs of identi-
fie&project participants."al

"The elementary project' according to a con-
sensus of the review team, was planned in such
a manner than the final outcome resulted in a
program of general aid to most elementary
target area schools."12

See Appendix G, for a full presentation of the analysis of
the 15 elementary schools.

ti

8

9 Controller's Annual Report of Expenditures Classified by Schools
for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1968 (LAUSD, December. 1968),
and Iddividual Elementary and Secondary School Data, op. cit.

10

11

See Appendixes E and F for analyses of citizen responses.

Status Report on Los Angeles City Unified School District's
ESEA Title 1 Project. Bureau of Program Development, Division
of Compensatory Education, California State Department of Educa-

tion, p. 3, June 1969. Sacramento, California (draft copy, for

discussion only).

12 Ibid., p. 17. 59
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"A' major finding Of- the review team was the
absence of longitudinal services and a lack
of articulation between the elementary and
secondary projects."13

"It is the opinion of the review team that a
very substantive amount of funds have been
used for personnel' assigned to work in or out
of the central offices."14

"Although there was a project coordinator appro-
priately assigned, the review team,-by observing
operational procedures, concluded that this
position, was, not vested with policy- making
power. The program seemed to be administra-
tively perceived as general aid to the district
staff and local schools rather than as a com-
prehensive compensatory education program for
individual schools and children."15

An analysis of the dropping of the sixth period due
to budget cuts, and the resulting turn-around time when funds
became available16 gives ample indication of the long latency
period of response to changing conditions. More everyday
examples can be found in teacher evaluationsof lead time
required by type of resource material or supply needed.17

Furthermore, some.limitations on reallocation of
resources and.improvement of efficiency are from outside the
system. For example, state mandates regarding certification
requirements, class sizes, curriculum requirements, pupil-
teacher ratios, and the like.18

Finally, some teachers organizations have repeatedly
asserted that even the State allocational process is not in
keeping with apparent needs as LAUSD contains approximately 15
percent of the State's public school population but receives
only eight percent of ,State aid to public schOols.

13
Ibid., p. 19.

14
Ibid., p. 21.

15
Ibid., p. 22.

16
`See Appendix C for an examinationof this critical incident.

17
See Appendix D for an analysis of the teacher survey.

18
See Appendix J, "Legal Restraints".

GO
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2. Representation

. Parents, teachers, principals, aeother persons having
a vital *take in the operation and outcome of the Los Angeles
Schools find it difficult, in many cases impossible, to solve
problems or have representation on'an issue short of confronta-
tional tactics.19 This leads to an escalation of feelings and
ultimately the issue or problem is thrust, before the Los

Angeles Unified School District Board. The Board policies,
formulated as a consequenCe of confrontational tactics, tend
to be generalized, thus leading to further inequities of the
representational process. For example, the Mexiean-American
Commission is viewed by many Mexican-Americans as not repre-
senting their interests because the Commission members were not
elected and had to be approved by the Board. Furthermore, members
of various white constituencies resent the special services
afforded the Commission, wish similarvspecial services for
problems specific to their areas, and assert the Board is
exercising arbitrary favoritism. This solution of a commission
now seems to be generalized with a Black Commission haVing been
established and similar charges of non-representativeness are
arising. The analysis of the Fremont principal removal incident
traces the pattern of escalation of an event into a crisis, and
the Board's resultant decision which apparently led to further
charges of non -representation.'°

The board views itself as being a representative body
however, there are limitations to their abilities to represent.
First is the at-large election process. Despite each Board member's
assurance that by running at-large he has to consider all people
in the Los Angeles School District, there is little evidence
that Board members received much electoral support from the inner
city. Most of them have their sources of support firmly tied
to wealthy suburbia. Because of the great amount of time involved
in serving on the Board, only the "professional elite" .doctors,
lawyers, professors, retirees, And the like -- who have flexible
work schedules can really afford to be Board members. This says
something about their representation, despite the comments by a
few that they are very much in tune with minority groups and
with the lower Iiicome working man.

19
Nee Appendixes B, E, and F for analyses of representational
problems.

20
See Appendix C.
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This is not to say, that having members elected from
subdistricts would solve all problems and would lead to improved

representation. One-problem.is the fact` that, there seems to be

no sense of community inmost of the Los Abgelea geographical

area. The mere size. of the LAUSD inhibits any real sense of
representation'of'minority points of view. A subdistricttied
seven-man board would mean that each member would "represent"

something on the:order of 600,000 people. 1f:the subdistrict-

tied boardlwere to be expanded in numbers to assure representa-
tion of a "substantial minority" point of view (either ethnic
or philosophic) it would become so large as to court unwieldi-

ness and inefficiency. Another point, of course, is the fact

that tying board elections to subdistricts does not necessarily

lead to proper representation. As long as Board members continue

to meet two days a week, starting at 4:30 and having many more
hours devoted to committee meetings, center city areas are un-
likely to be able to put "one of. their own" (in terms of socio-

economic level) on the Board, unless Board members are paid.

A second. problem relates to Board members' lack of
information for use in planning and in making policy decisions.

As noted in the previous section on quality education, there

currently are few output measures which allow the formulation

of general pOliciestor general resource allocation procedures

by means other thanADA and reading scores. Again, while

technically these limitations are capable of being corrected,

there is'insufficient accountability in the present organiza-

tion form'to provide the.necessary incentives or checks and

balances.

Continuing down the organization structure to local
school levels, the corollaries of effective representation are

typically often violated as principals typically do not effec-

tively involve the various parties-in-interest in exploring

issues and determining priorities. Even where the principals

espouse the need for parental involvement in the school, there

is aclear indication from much of their testimony and interview

comments that the ro1e they envision is primarily one of public

relations, rather than involvement in policy-making.
21 The

second corollary; i.e., 'involvement cannot be sustained unless

21
See Evaluation Report, Thirteen School Pilot Project (Center
for Planned Change, a PACE center) November 20, 1969,
pp. i6-7, 18-19. See also Community Discussion Groups,

'Appendix E and an analysis of the Community Hearings in
Appendix F. For similar problems in other cities, see
Rogers; op. cit.

a
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p
the power to influence.decisions and. action is effectively
shared, also fails to be met, even by most of those principals
who try actively to involve and use their local advisory council
which they may have selected themselves. In this regard, they
are hampered by the system,which fails to place relevant and
sufficient authorities for managing local operation in the hands
of the principal. Furthermore, those authorities. placed in his

.hands are severely restricted by line item budgeting procedures,
centralized curriculum determinations, staff assignment priori-
ties, and possibly irrelevant mandates in tile Education Cade.
These restrictions constantly lead to frustration on the part
of advisory councils. 22

3. Cost

When compared with other unified school districts in Los
Angeles County the LAUSD ranks first in size and twelfth in
unit operating cost.23 If these unit operating costs are
arrayed by size of district, as shown in Exhibit 111-2 on
the next page, we find slight economies of scale in district
sizes ranging from 10,000 to 35,000 students (ADA).

This simple comparison ignores the question of quality
of output per unit operating cost. However, James and Levin
have examined the literature in empirical studies of quality
related to cost for both school and district size. Their
conclusion is instructive in interpreting the array of Los
Angeles County data:

"ThUs, all of the studies that have tried to relate
school or school district size to educational outcomes
have found either no relationship or a negative one
between student enrollments and the level of educa-
tional output. These answers are not necessarily the
final ones, for each of the studies acknowledges a
number of methodological shortcoming that would qual-
ify its concldsions. Yet, what cannot be ignored is
the consistency of the conclusions -- that while dis-
economies of scale appear, economies of scal6 do not
-- despite differences in the techniques of analysis,
samples of schools, measures of educational outcomes,
and. so on."24

?2 See Principal, Interviews in Appendix B. Also see the testimony
of the representative of the Elementary Principals Association in
the transcript of the hearing at Webster Junior High School.

23
Alphabetical and Rank Order Arrangement of Pupil Cost and Other
Related Data for Elementary, High, Junior College and Unified
School Districts of the County of Los Angeles. (Office of the
Superintendent of Schools, County of Los Angeles, Division of
Business Advisory Services, December 1969.) Part III, p. 82.

24
H. Thomas James and Henry M. Levin, "Financing Community Schoofs"
in Henry M. Levin (Ed.), Community COntrol of Schools, (Washington
D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1910, p.
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If unit costs were adjusted to "control fordifferences fn.
quality of output (such as by using standardized achievement.'
tests.scores) and the results were portrayed as in Exhibit 111-2,
we would expect, at best, no economies of scale and, at. worst;
diseconomies of scale occurring in very large school districts.
(Such an analysis would be a significant research effort and
was not undertaken in this study.) Considering the import of
the indicators of quality of output in LAUSD it is reasonable
to expect that diseconomies of scale exist. Relating these,
observations to the research literature and our findings, we
conclud.that there is no reason; from the standpoint of
simple technical cost efficiency, for a.disfrict organization
to be larger than 10,000 to. 30,000 students.

Turning next to the question of allocational cost effici-
ency25 we have not found empirical studies which deal directly
with this important topic from the point of view of an economic
analysis. However, we do find several studies which examine
the relationships of resource allocation and improved educa-
tional output, but without relating output results to costs
of the resource inputs. Some examples are Coleman26 and
Mayeske?7 To examine the question, of resource allocation as
related to educational output, (i.e., are resources allocated
according to need?) we selected 15 elementary schools in LAUSD,
qn the basis of varying degrees of need as indicated by sixth
grade median reading scores. Their instructional resources
were examined to see if differential allocations had been made.
Our findings indicate that not only are allocations not substan-
tially differentiated (teaching staffs, pupil-teacher ratios,
etc.) some allocations are contradicting to, known guidelines
for allocational effectiveness (the monies for materials, books
and supplies are the same for all schools not benefitting from
special categorical aid programs).

If the principle of allocational efficiency implies a
differential allocation of resources according to educational
need, then the lack of differential allocation implies a failure
to meet the test of allOcational efficiency. The difficulty is
in judging the magnitude of allocational inefficiency as
empirical studies capable of,providing a baseline do not appear

25 See pp. 111-13 and 14 for a definition of allocational cost

26

27

efficiency.

=.1117,W=1:g%:,1 Equality of Educational,Oppor-
Government Printing Office, 1966.

Study of Our Nation's Schools:
.: U.S. Department of Health,
Education, 1970.

Mayeske, George W., (et.al.), A
A Working Paper, Washington D.0
Education and Welfare/Office of
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'to exist. (While it is possible to use the LAUSD as the data
base for developing the measures, such a research effort would
be quite substantial and was not undertaken.in this study.)
However, we can apply the less stringent criterion referred
to in'the section discussing the cost criferioi: reorganiza-
tion and reallocation of resources is to be preferred if it

,delivers greater .quality at the same unit cost. Along these
lines we examined the possible ways to increase quality
education in keeping with the principle of individualization
of educational need fulfillment by reallocating present
(1968-69) central staff expenditures to some subdistricts. 28

Our conclusion was that reorganization at Central Office and
Area levels, which eliminatA a number of top level adminis -.
trative positions and permits transfer of selected curriculum
and pupil personnel services functions to decentralized levels,
can "free up" approximately $11,400,000 to fund a more decen-
tralized operation.29

While the delivery of improved' quality is not necessarily
assured because of the lack of accountability measures, evalua-
tions and sanctions, the potential exists and we conclude that
reorganization and reallocation is indeed to be preferred as it
would be likely to improve LAUSD's ability to meet the criterion
of allocational cost efficiency. It should be noted that LAUSD
is itself moving in this direction, although- ;limitedly.

4. Accountability

In general, accountability is lacking the LAUSD in the
functional senses outlined in the earlier section describing
the accountability criterion,. Accounting measurements (both
input and output) are imprecise, the mechanisms for assigning
and implementing accountability are indirect (or at best,
incomplete), and sanctions for assuring implementation are
diluted.

28 We noted 1968-69 expenLitures data which was the last full
year of data. The 1969-'0 expenditures will be different
because of several reorganizations in keeping with funding
levels and rising costs. However, the principle will remain
essentially the same even if the savings are not accurately
descriptive.

29
See Appendix H, "New Staff Deployments Possible with Budget
Savings from,Central Office and Area Level Reorganization".
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a. The Planning Function

School board members are'extensivgly involved in the
budgetary planning process. In a study of 15 large citygschool
systems in the United States it was noted that:

Los Angeles School Board members are presented
with more budget-related information than board
members in any of the other 14 cities examined
in this study. Moreover, interviews with Board
members revealed that they rely heavily on this
information for making decisionb. Board members
become quite expert in understanding budget
making and budget decisions. They become so
accustomed to budget support data than on
occasions when .an item hag been deleted from
their "budget packet" they have noticed its-
absence and asked that it be reinstated."

However, one should note that this effort is directed
toward the budget, a line-item document, rather than toward
programs or policies centering on classroom content, effective-
ness, or specialized student needs. Indeed, the use of norm
tables (board policies on pupil-teacher ratios, etc.) for
calculating budgetary requirements in the operating divisions
and'schools,plus the use of "A" (ongoing operations) and "B"
(new requirements on a line-item basis) components of the
budget limit the board's participation in planning the objectives
as well as planning resource allocations or reallocations in a
meaningful reuse.31

Both board members and adMinistrators sense the lack
of planning, but there is little agreement on how serious the
problem is or just how to remedy the situation.32

While the Superintendent promulgated a memorandum of
intent, in December 1968, regarding local planning under the
then newly legislated SB-1 law, the recently conducted survey
of LAUSD teaching personnel found many understanding neither
the intent nor the content of SB-1.33 The principals interviewed

0

30 H. Thomas James, James A. Kelly,.and Walter I. Garms, Deter-
minants of Educational Expenditures in Large Cities of the
United States (Stanford, California, Stanford University,
School of Education, 1986), p. 186.

31 This point is generally true of large urban school districts,
not just LAUSD. See H. Thomas. James, James A.,Kelly and
Walter I. Garms, op. cit., p. 58.

32
See Appendix B, Section 1: "Board Member Interviews" and
Section 5, "Adminiattator Interviews".

33 See Appendix D, "Survey of LAUSD Teaching Personnel".
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gave litila indication that they were significantly involved in
planning to exploit the potential of SB-1, Furthermore, princi-
pals produced little evidence that long-range planning was taking
place at either the school level of the area leve1.34

In the Title I, ESEA funded operations it was also,
noted:.

(1) Assessthent of program planning within the
Los Angeles City Schools must be approached
with some tensility. If a program were to
be predicated upon identifiable personnel,
materials, equipment or activities and how
these elements related,to the district or
other State and Federal funds, then one
might conclude that program planning was '

designed to meet institutional needs and
the student needs followed as a corollary.
This procedure 'seemed to be used. A teacher
was assigned to one school, a librarian was
assigned to another school and an enrichment
teacher might be assigned to another. These
services were added to complement the basic
district program and other compensatory
education efforts.

In order to assess the Los Angeles Title 1
program in terms of State re4uirements
pertaining to the development of compensa-
tory education programs, it is necessary
to analyze the sequential steps in planning
a Title I program. An examination of these
steps is appropriate to illustrate this
point. The general steps in planning are
according to the following sequential pattern:

(a) Organize.the school district advisory
committee.

(b) Identify target areas and determine a
number of children to be served which
is commensurate with the amount of the
entitlement.

(c) Select schools and grade levels.
(d) Involve private and parochial schools.

34 See Appendix B, Section 2, "Principal Interviews".
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,

(e) Identify rank 'and_lenalyze special needs. .

(f) Establish criteria selecakg children'
for project partfcipation.

(g) Design a project, which determines objec-
tiyes -related to needs, designA activi-
ties to meet- those needs and describes
'expected outcomes.

(h)1 Design evaluation procedures to measure
specific objective's for identif4ed
children.

( ) Develop a plan for in-service education.
(Reference: Guidelines, Revised June
co1.967, page 4.)

The review team consensus was that steps 1, 5, 6,
7, 8 and'9 were either not accomplished or dis-
charged improperly. A few schools and a few

components, indicated in the General Comments
section, provided exdeptions to this general
finding.,

(2) Observations gained by the review team and'
interViews with local school personnel indi-
cated that the project.was not planned as a
team effort. ley resources within the
district and area staff, as-well as most
Title 1 staff members responsible for imple-
menting the project, were not involved in
the planning of the-project. In many
instances this situation caused noninvolve-
ment by buildinestaff members who did not
perceive the project as identifiable or-as
one belonging to the school. At worst, this
procedure caused apathy or resentment. The
project; in essence, appeared to have been
planned essentially by central staff members
according to institutional or geographic needs.35

b. The Implementation Function

In terms of identifying the nature and extent of
resources to be used in accomplishing objectives'the organiza-
tion performs acceptablyowhere it indeed has prescriptive plans
and objectives. For example,.. in terms of recruiting a specified

35 Status Report on Los Angeles City Unified School District's
ESEA, Title 1 Report, Bureau of Program Development, Division
of Compensatory Education, State Department of Education,
(Sacramento,,California, Draft Copy, for discussion only,
June 1969)i pp. 14-17. 69
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number of teachers with prereqUisite qualifications for the overall
system, L1U$D performs adequately in view of salary scales and
industry alternatives for teachers with certain skills. 'However,

as implementation is a direct function, of the.results oe4planning,
the overall abilitly..to implement is handicapped in view of the
above comments on planning.

Evidence of the latter is found in interviews with
principals who implied by their coAients that eachlevel Of
the system appeared to be working for itself, with little'con-
ception of its relationship and responsibility' to othpr levels:
and the feeling of commitment of group effore,toxitard-a well-
defined goal appeared lacking in all levels of the hierarchy.36

Similarly, in terms of recruiting teachers for spec-
ific sub-areas in the EAUSD, the rules for recruitment; re- the
same for the Valley and South Central Los Angeles, but the re-
cruitment probleMs are considerably different.37

The problem of resource allocation is a general problem
in th system. Our examination of 15 elementary schools (cited
above) found little variation in the allocation of resources
according to needs and in some casee,, the variations appeared
to be likely to ultimately cause greater differences in need.38
SiMilarly,-if we consider teachers as resources (also needing
allocation according to need), we find some interesting mis-
allegations. The teacher survey found the younger and less
experienced teacher to be located in substantially greater pro-
portions in the schools with the highest. .percentage of black
and/Or Spanish surname children. The teacher survey also
found these same schools, (90 percent or more black and /or
Spanish surname children) to be rated by teachers as having
poor curricula vis-a-vis needs and also as having serious
problems with teacher turnover.39

Finally, regarding the specification of who is to have
1

responsAbility and authority to implement and for which he is to
be helde'accountable, LAUSD is overly centraliied. For example,
budgets at the area. and local levels are On a line item basis
with no authority delegated for transferring among accounts.
Thus, one encounters situations of which the following is illus-
trative: according to one of the principals interviewed, the
Schools are hampered at present in keeping up with technology

36
See Appendix B, Section 2, "Principal. Interviews".

37
See Appendix Bf Section 5, "AdministratkDr Interviews."

38
See .Appendix G.

%

39 See Appendix D, "Survey of LAUSD Teaching Personnel".
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and innovation because of a lack of'discretionary local authof*ity.
in budget allocation and use. Schools technically have two .

equipment purchase budget allocations); one. To* new equipment,
and one for replacement equipment. The first 6f .these budget_

allocation was eliminated in the last budget cut, so, that only
equipment for which the school can produce a similar'machine
as trade-in can be bought (since repairs can extend the life
of machines, this sdems the poorer of two budgets°to eliminate).
The principal does not have the power of substitution in these
budgets. Under this arrangement thoSe schools which are equip-
ment poor to begin with will suffer. Ironically, those same,
schools may be, getting remodeling work *hiqk may be low on, the-
principal's list of priority-needs. /f1

Principals in detailgd discussion expres'sed this same
limitation in a more generalizable sense, by asserting that they
needed discretionary budgets at the school/level coupled with
performance standards; and also that school' support' functions
such as maintenance and curriculum plavning, to give two
examples, must be made to operate Astaff funCtions, responsive
to line authority requests.0

c. The Evaluative Functidh

As a general summary,,the evaluative function is in-
effectively performed from the board level on down. The basic
performance evaluation measures are reading tests (grades 1, 2,'
3, 6, 7; 8, 9 and 12). However, the testing program is notably
weak on students' mathematical a d reasoning performances.
Furthermore, the evaluative use of the existing reading score
measures are seriously limited because of the number of
counsgllors.41 Even considering the internal use of student
performance measures for evaluating experimental curricula,
the system fails to fulfill this function. While the evalua-
tion of on-going reading and mathematics curricula is done i
a general sense, the problems of timing for a'short-handed
staff reputedly cause them to forego evaluating experimental
curricula even though experimental curricula are used. us,

the opportunities for reallocation of curriculum resour -s must
be judged in the absence of evaluative data. This lea s to a
contest of wills versus system-wide policies; changes enefitt-
ing students are secondary and at best a matter of g od fortune.42

This lack of classroom and curriculum performance formation is

4

40
See Appendix E, Section 2, "Principal DiscuSsion Group",
See also 'Appendix B, Section 2, "Principal,Interviews".'

41 Interview with Measurement and Evaluation Section, LAUSD.
42

Same source as the preceding reference,'
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felt all the way up through the System to the board, thus
limiting its ability to.plan.43

At the level of teacher performance' the same types
of problems are appirent. A series of interviews with princi-
pals indicated that teachers are evaluated only in extreme
cases (outstanding and worthy of a bonus or poor and requiring
some form of action) or for probationary teachers and even here
the lack ofpuEil data hinders the process. The actual evalua-
tion proce4-sses"used varied from "stepping into a room to get
the feel'of the atmosphere" to a well planned and executed
evaluation based On attitudes formulated by the principal, vice-
principals, and department chairmen. The general outcome is a
rating sheet on each probationary teacher. (Many get no more
of a "review" than a look at the rating sheet, which they are
required to sign.)44

Citizens faulted the system for improper procedures
for securing the evaluation of school personnel (teachers and
principals) along certain criteria, for not setting up effective
grievance, procedures whereby parents can be heard on personnel
issues, and for not being willing to dismiss personnel who fail"
to meet standards.45 On the other hand, the school administra-
tion feels hemmed in by teacher tenure and a strong employee
union."

Turning to the area of rogram evaluation, the,. lack

of evaluation is again apparent.4' In reviewing Title 1,ESEA
projects, the review team noted the lack of evaluation and
made the following statement:

The Division of Compensatory Education. recommends
that the Los Angeles program development staff
and the evaluation and research staff work closely
together. This close coordination is necessary
to achieve evaluation feedback into the program
design and to insure that the evaluation will
directly relate to actual program,inputs.48

43
See The Planning Function" above.

44
See Appendix B, Section 2, "Principal Interviews".

45
See an analysis of the Community Discussion Groups in
Appendix E and an analysis of the Community Hearings,
Appendix F.

46 -
See an analysis of principal and LAUSD interviews in
Appendix B.

47 See also the discussion of experimental curriculum evaluation
mentioned in this section above.

48
Status Report on Los Angeles . . , op. cit., p. 428.
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4.

4

SiMilarly, the present 18 school project, the APEX
project,. and the Jordan and Garfield complexes, do not have
adequate evaluation programs so that beneficial results can
be identified and extended.49

Finally, at the board level,'all of the problems of
lack of evaluation at other levels culminate' in an inability
to evaluate the system overall and hold it accountable in any
significant.sense other than financially, on a line-item basis.

d. The Accountability Application Function

In the present LAUSD system, sanctions are partial,
focused upward, and ineffectiVe at all leVels, including the
board level: Some examples will serve to illustrate what is
a general problem.

In the case of school operation for which principals
should be held accountable, the most important single resource,
both qualitatively and quantitatively, is the classroom teacher.
However, the selection, termination and transfer authorities are,
for the most part, beyond his contro1.50 Thus, for him to be
held accountable for school.performance (qualitatively or
administratively) is not possible in a practical sense and the
reporting of his "performance" to anyone is more or legs irrele-
vant.

Analogous problems arise at the level of the area
superintendent as exemplified by the principal removal incid-
ents. Area superintendents do not have time to plan, formulate
guidelines or evaluate the performance of principals (even if
it were possible). Consequently, when problems arise as to
principal performance', the area superintendent does not have'
the information or communication channels to exercise his
implicit sanctions and the problem escalates to the Division
Head and ultimately the board. The board, being no more ade-
quately equipped to handle the situation frequently' resorts
to processes and actions which are seen as responding to
the "squeakiest wheel".51

49
See Appendix C, Section 3,'"The Jordan and Garfield Complexes";
and Appendix B, Section 5, "Administrator Interviews".

50
Selection and transfer are handled at the area level for the
Elementary Division and centrally for the Secondary Division,
while the termination proceedings require extensive effort
by the principal and inevitably extended appeal and/or court
proceedings rendering the authority almost useless.

51 See Appendix B, Section 5, "Administrator Interviews #P
Appendix C, Section 1, "Principal Removal Incidents", and
Appendix E, "Evafhation of Alternatives by Various Parties-
in-Interest".
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Parents and, citizen opinion leaders, as well as advisory
committee members, also expressed considerable frustration that
they didn't receive appropriate information, that system policies
and procedures were in no way accountable to the 106E11 parent
and citizen constituency, and that the problem of finding out
who was responsible for a particular task or item was almost
impossible.52

Finally, the board sanctions, while theoretically
effective, are rendered ineffective as they cannot devote the
time necessary to effectively exercise them.53 Even the
sanctions they try to exercise are limited in effectiveness,
because of the lack of information in the system and the in-
ability to be seen as representing all of LA1JSD.54

The interrelated deficiencies of the accountability,
system, as briefly-hiptighted above,'give rise to a rapid
escalation of issues (as noted in the Critical Incident SeCtion,
Appendix C). Parents, in approaching the local school, find
their questions passed on to the next level, as both teacher
and principal are not capable (due to the system) of accepting
responsibility or effecting action. The area superintendent
is often equally incapable of effecting action, and the pattern
has thus become well established of bringing local issues to
the Board for redress (the Board has this responsibility in its
charter). The situation leads to a vital array of higher
echelon resources being called upon to resolve local issues
which have become so inflamatory as to require a great expendi-
ture of time and effort (much greater and more extensive than
if the issue had been resolved locally).

5. Integration

The LAUSD faces serious issues in attempting to fulfill
the criterion of integration. According to the active proponents
of racial integration in the schools, the history of LAUSD since
the 1953 U.S. Supreme Court ruling in Brown vs. Board of Educatibn,
is one of continuing inability to plan and e#ecute any effective
programs to deal with de facto racially segregated schools.55

52
See Appendixes E and F; see also individual hearing trans-
cripts.

53
Most board members presently devote the equivalent of a 40
hour week'to board activities although they receive pay
only for 10 meetings a month.

54
See the previous discussions of representation and also
Appendix B; Section 1, "Board Member Intenvie0s".

55
For a brief historical' account of the ACLU's efforts and the
LAUSD board's resistance during the period of 1960-1965, see

John and LaRee Caughey,'Sch6O1 Segregation on Our Doorstep.
(Los Angeles, California.'' Quail Books, 1966.)
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Indeed, if the Gittelson ruling is accepted as the
realistic criterion of integration, LAUSD clearly is not
meeting that criterion as 68 percent of its schools do not
have a proportion of minority children which is "not less
than .10 percent, nor more than 49 percent".56; NOte that
minority children are defined by the Gittelson ruling as
black, or Spanish surname, thus excluding oriental,s, American
Indians and other non-white categories.

Furthermore, while frequent references are made, by
former board members, citizens and others, to redrawing school
attendance area boundaries as a way of effecting integration,
the fact is there is no way to fulfill the criterion without
extensive and large scale bussing. This conclusion is evident
by inspecting the map shown on the following page. The map
shows regular high schools throughout LAUSD identified as to
whether they have student populations with less than ten percent, -
ten to 49 percent, or more than 49 percent, being black and/or
Spanish surname. Several conclusions are relevant:

Of the 16 high schools having a proportion
of minority children greater than 49 percent,
only three are within ten miles of a high
school having an unacceptably low propor-
tion (less than ten percent) of minority
children. (The situation is worse in the
400 plus elementary schools where only
approximately ten to 15 percent of the
unacceptable high proportion schools are
within three miles of unacceptably low
proportion schools.)

The gerrymandering ofattendance areas
will effect racial and ethnic balancing
in only seven out of 47 schools (six with
too high a proportion and one having too
low a proportion). Furthermore, at the
elementary level, such gerrymandering
will raise the average distance which the
average child would have to be bussed to
meet the ruling.

56
The terms of the Gittelson ruling applied to the most recent
LAUSD study: Racial and Ethnic Survey, Fall, 1969. (LAUSD,

Auxiliary Services Division, Measurement and Evaluation
Section, Report No. 303.)
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Finally, the mere transporting of children
from a school having too high a proportion
of minority children will not remedy the
situation. (The proportion of the remain-
ing children will'not have changed enough
in most cases to meet the not more than
49 percent ruling.) It will then be necess-
ary to transport white children into largely
the same schools from which the black and
Spanish surname children have been trans-
ported. Furthermore, as not all children
in either the unacceptably high oflow
proportion schools. will need to be trans-
ported, the politically sensitive question
is which children shall be bussed in both
cases?

Thus, in conclusion, while the LAUSD has not met the
integration criterion, it is capable of doing so, but only
through an extensive and large-scale bussing program. Earlier
attempts to integrate by building new schools and gerrymander-
ing attendance areas have been thwarted by changing patterns
of residences. Crenshaw High School was planned as an inte-
grated school, but by the time it was built, many whites had
moved from the neighborhood, to be replaced primarily by blacks.

As a substantial minority hold integration to be a
criterion of high priority, any district reorganization must
be explained in terms of its ability to facilitate, or at least
not hinder the meeting of the integration criterion.

However, bussing appears co be opposed by a majority
of parents, and citizen opinion leaders, particularly members
of the Mexican-American population who fear the loss of special
English classes (ESL) and Spanish speaking teachers if children
are scattered throughout the District by bussing.57

^

6. Implementability

While initially it may seem strange to evaluate an
existing organization in terms of its implementabilfty, it is
nevertheless important to do so for the last ten years tell a
story which is important for the future. In 1960, an outside
consulting firm concluded a study which recommended decentrali-

57 See Appendix E, Evaluation of Alternatives by Various
Parties-in-Interest.
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zation, master teachers and other changes which, at this time
and in view of what we presently know, would have allowed an
improvement in quality education. Today, ten years later and
faced with a lack of voter support for a tax override, increas-
ing complaints about, the quality of education,, rising costs,
and agreetent among teachers, parent and citizen opinion leaders,
and principals that deceniralization is needed, the LAUSD is
taking the first small steps towarethose recommendations.

These steps for change are long overdue as the feas-

ibility of continuing the present style of organization is quite
low:

A majority of parents and citizens, both in
public hearings and small group discussion
sessions, expressed a need to improve the
quality of education in LAUSD.58

A majority of parents and citizens also
expressed a need to reorganize LAUSD.59

Principals also agreed that reorganization
is necessary .60 (The Association of Ele-
mentary School Administrators set up a
committee which has developed and recommended
a plan for District Reorganization/decentral-
ization.)

An overwhelming majority of teachers favored
decentraliiing the district.61

LAUSD administrators expressed the need for
reorganization.62

The voters turned down a tax override by an
overwhelming margin.

58 See Appendix F, "Summary of Public Hearings" and Appendix E,
"Evaluation of Alternatives by Various Parties-in-Interest".

59 See Appendix E, "Evaluation of Alternatives by Various
Parties-in-Interest".

60
See Appendix E, op. cit.

61
Se Appendix D, "Survey of LAUSD Teaching Personnel".

62 See Appendix B, "Administrator Interviews"; see also A
Proposal for the Los Angeles City School District (LAUSD
February 1970).
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Thus, as can be seen from all of the preceding evalu-
ations, there is a clear need for reorganization. Furthermore,
the need is recognized by a majority of almost all parties-in-
interest and, whether by internal recognition or in response
to,this study funded by the Joint Committe, LAUSD is taking
steps to reorganize. The questions remaining are: What are
the alternatives for reorganizing? And which ones are
recommended in view of their ability to meet the same criteria
applied to the present LAUSD organization?
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C. Description and' Evaluation of Alternatives for Reorganizing
Large Urban Unified School Districts

The range of possible alternatives for school district reorgani-
zation is almost limitless, ranging from the suggestion of one
skyscraper boarding school located in the center of the state
(the ultimate in centralization) and funded solely by state
funds, to the so-called free-market solution of no public
schooling. Neither of these extremes is politically or
socially feasible, at least at the present time. Our initial
field work efforts, directed at examining LAUSD, and testing
and refining criteria, resulted in a wide variety of suggestions
for reorganization. To bracket the range of pOtentially feasible
alternatives, four distinctly different organization forms, each
with two variations, thus yielding a total of eight alternatives,
were prepared and evaluated. Evaluations consisted of technical./
examinations and analyses plus evaluation work sessions with
selected groups of parents -and citizen opinion leaders, princi-
pals, central LAUSD administrators, and board members. Ori the

following pages of this section the definitions of the 'alterna-
tives are presented first in a form closely similar to the one
presented in the work sessions, followed by a comparative
summary of the evaluations.

1. Brief Descriptions of Eight Reorganization AXternatives

The following descriptions were prepared for %Jae in dis-
cussing and evaluating the possible ways tb reorganize large
urban unified school districts. They have been arranged in
four "families", where each family represents a distinct
difference of organizational form.

a. "A" - Buttress and Extend the Present Organiza-
tion Form of the Los Angeles Unified School
District

(1) For the LAUSD to stay the same

Under this alternative the District would continue
under its present form of organization and would operate very
much as it now does. Changes would be limited to refocusing
of discretionary efforts, simplifying. procedures, and attend-i
ing to problems of internal and external communications. This
alternative implies that the system's basic structure, functions,
and staffing patterns are fine, that what is needed are only
minor tune-ups and improved communication so that appropriate
understanding and support will be forthcoming from the public
and the Legislature.
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(2) For the LAUSD to "reorganize" only in the sense
of adding resources and improving its programs

Under this alternative the District would continue
its presently centralized operations but woulc, conolude that
it is hampered primarily by lack of funds, staff, and facilities
in operating as it should. This would require/ additional funds
for reconstituting the supervisory staff, adding reserve teaching
staff at the area superi'ntendent's level, beefing up the research
and development activities, expanding testing and measurement
functions, enlarging in-service training programs, reducing
pupil-teacher ratios, possibly providing full-time salaries
for school board members and staff assistance to enable the
Board to more effectively carry out all of the tasks which it
has assumed.

b. "B" Divide the Los Angeles Unified School
District into Approximately 20 Smaller Districts)

This reorganization possibility derives from the
assumption that the advantages (principally economies Of scale)
of centralization of Board and administrative decision-making
and of staff and support functions presentli cost more than
they are worth in terms of: distance from the schools (geo-
graphical a4d psychic), ability to represent and serve people
and schoolIgheith!diverse interests and needs over a large
geographic area; and the duplication, delay and expense of
centralized handling in light of the relati,-ely small value
of so of the items needing processing. Tiere are two

alte 'fives within this general family of alternatives:

(1) Make each of the approximately 20 new districts
completely autonomous and ildependent

Under this alternative each of the new districts would
contain approximately 30,000-35,000 studelts in grades K-12.
Each would be completely autonomous and dependent on the tax
base lying within its geographical boundLry. The State Founda-
tion plan for funding assistance would a'ply to each, and, of
course, each would be able to negotiate independently for
Federal program funds. As an independent unified school
district, each would he re4ponstble for:

4-.

1 The number of districts varied, at several points in the
study process, from ten to 47. The use of "approximately
20" was in keeping with the evolving conclusion that a sub-
district or independent district should, from several stand-
points, consist of two high schools and its feeder schoOls.
See Appendix H.
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Electing its own board which would4possess the
full range of powers and responsibilities now
held_by the LAUSD Board and the boards of other
unified school districts;

Hiring a superintendent of schools and providing
the various administrative and supporting staff
and services needed; and

Recruiting, hiring, firing, and tenuring'of
teachers, as well as providing and managing
a retirement fund.

(2) Make each of theapproximately 20 new districts
autonomous and independent except that all would
continue to share in the same tax base now
defined as the LAUSD

This alternative proposes independent districtstpera-
ting in the.same fashion as the preceding alternative, but with-
out each new district being dependent on its own tax base. This
would require the development of some measure of educational or
financial need and formulas which could be used as a basis for
allocating a portion of the total tax revenues back to each new
district. Under this alternative each independent district
would still have its own elected board and administration as
set forth in the preceding alternative.

c. "C" Decentralize Selected Administrative
Functions

This family of alternatives admits to the same proble
as the second ("B") family of alternatives, but is based,on the
proposition that there are functions to be performed at a
centralized level, even in a very large sdhool district, which
aremore efficiently conducted at that level. For example:
teacher recruiting activities; purchasing of frequent and large
orders of supplies such as textbooks and replacement items for
classroom use; data processing and accounting; research and
development. Again, there are at least two alternatives within
this family:

(1) Decentralize by moving some supporting services,
planning and decision - making con curriculum and
personnel closer to the schools

This option would move some supporting services and
many planning activities closer to the schools, and provide
the area superintendents or school principals with discretionary
funds to be used for purchasing infrequent or special items whici.
should not be processed through central purichasing. This option
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A

would decentralize decisions an curriculum, instructional methods,
and personnel. It could include the use of master teachers
within a school with curriculum development and in-service
training'taking place and being supervised at both the school
and area superintendent levels. If this alternative is to avoid
simply adding layers of'people and costs to the present system,
it will require giving the area superintendent considerably
greater responsibility and auttiority to determine and interpret
policy'i his area'(e.g., flexible class size, pupilteacher
ratio, lump-sum budgets, differentiated staffing, and so on).
It will also require that the principal have greater respon-
sibility and power in determining and interpreting the school's
policy. (e.g.,, removal of ineffective teachers, the use of lump-s
sum as,opposed to line-item budgets, and the encouragement and
implementation of changes in the classroom which ate likely to
have a positive effect on students' learning). In line wit.

these,14cal prerogatives, the principal could decide whether
or not to have an-advisory grpup for his school and how to go
about setting it up..

0) Decentralize both administrative and representa-
tive functions

This 'alternative proposes that, in addition to .

decentralizing administrative decision-making and other admin-.
istrative functions and supporting services, representative
lunctipts would also be purposefully and systematically I

decentralized by mandating locally elected advisory councils
for each school. Such advisory groups coUld be chartered With

% speci is responsibilities and prerogatives such as those of
contr buting'to the ordqring of priorities of educational
need within a school, familiarizing teachers with conditions
in e local community, participating in the processes of
staff performance evaluation and training or'advising on the
selection of curriculum and course content to address local

4?needs, and so on. '

d. "D" - Reorganize to Subdistricts Having Locally
Eleated.Governing Boards with .Specified Powers

4' a Two additional reorganization ald4rnatives can be
derived from using combinations of the preceding alternatives.

.,Both proceed frdM the assumption that the present school dis-

i
/ trict is,too large and_d sparate for its present means of rep-
resentation,as4 too'cent alized to permit sensitiv responses
Vao,differentiatcd local educatibnal.needs. Haw they-also
dd a newassumptione,that advisory councils are n t effectiye,

and to effect changes and make schools responsi to their
communities: parents and citizens ne 'to be'able to exercise

I more direct decision-makingpowers. e combination alterna-
'tives'Iherefore-add the. feature of locally lest ed-subpstrict

, !
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boards of education with specifically designated, but limited,
legal powers applying only to the schools, administrators and
staff in the defined subdistrict or attendance area-

(1) The first alternative, n this family combines
the concept and thOd'Vantages of smaller ;

independent districts sharing a broad tai base
(B -2) together wieh4ldministrative and repre-
sentational decentralization within -the LAUSD
(C-2)

This alternative differs from the previous one (C-2)
in that a number of specific responsibilities and prerogatives
are delegated from the LAUSD central board and administration
to each of perhaps 24 subdistrict boards, each having its own
administrative apparatus. Members of the local, subdistrict
(or zone Or attendance area) boards would be elected from that.
area. ThaLAUSD Board would be retained but would have fewer
and only very general responsibilities in the areas, of curricu-
lum, instruction, and personnel (school staffing). The key
central administrative functions and staff would be retained
with the exception of those dealing with curriculum and
instruction (including central and area offices of elementary
and secondary education) and in-service training whic# would
be decentralized to the subdistrict level. School maintenance
(including shops and supply storage) and operatl.ons (custodial
services) also could and probably should be decentralized to
the subdistrict level.

This alternative would provide Local subdistrict GZ0
boards with the prerogatives of selecting, hiring, and releas-
ing the local subdistrict (or area) superintendent. Careful
definition would be required of those items for which the
local subdistrict board and superintendent are responsible, and
those for which the central board and administration are re-
sponsible. Also required would be modifications of tenure
policies, and perhaps laws, to enable teachers or'administra-
tors released by local boards to be transferred to a central

..pool,prior to being hired by another local board, or, after
some time limit, being released from hi4 or her contract with
the central board. This would facilitate needed flexibilit(
at local levels in selecting and transferring staff.

a

4 ,-j
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(2) The second alternative in this family is very
similar to the preceding one, but the geographic
area of the new district would encompass all of
Los Angeles County

This alternative would remove the present LAUSD School
Board and its administration and substitute a County Scho61
Board and its administration (perhaps the Office of County
Superintendent of Schools) in its place. Under this arrange-
ment, the tax base would be County-wide; Included in the new
district would be all municipalities in the County. The

functions lodged at the local or subdistrict board level would,
be all those not reserved for the Cbunty. Specifically: hiring
and firing of administrators and teachers would reside at the
local level; similarly, the discretionary use of school funds;
maintenance and repair activities; hiring of teaching special-
ists; curriculum development; and the like. At the County,
level would reside responsibilities for school plant construc-
tion, bidding and contracts, the allocation of funds to sub-
districts, budgeting and accounting, data processing, and
"collective bargaining activities for teachers and tradesmen.

This alternative says, In effect, that there are
significant educational benefits to be derived from smaller,
relatively independent snbdistricts with their boards possess-
ing specified but limited posiwers and authorities; and there
are important economies to be gained by retaining certain
centralized activities.

2. Comparative Summary of Evaluations of Alternatives

Each of the eight alternatives was evaluated in terms of
its likelihood of being able to fulfill the six organizational
criteria: quality education, representation, cost, account-
ability, Integration and implementability. The three alterna-
tives most capable of fulfilling the criteria are, in rank
order of recommendation: (D-l) Reorganize the LAUSD into

subdist cts with locally elected governing boards havpig
speci d legal powers; .(C-2) Decentralize both the adminis-
trativ and representative functions of LAUSD; and'(D-2) Re-
organi e to subdistriCts with locally elected governing boards
having specified legal powers, but on a county-wide basis.
These alternatives are discussed inkterms of Oe various
mechanisms and options which would allow their beihg placed

at
operation (powers of the local governing boa , possible

wags of subdistricting, the nature of decisions d flexibilities
to be delegated Ap local principals, and the like) in the
following bection on "Recomiended Alternatives".
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In this section, the various evaluations of all eight are
discussed and summarized in a comparative fashion. For an over-
view, the reader is encouraged to examine Exhibit 111-3, Summary
of Evaluations, on the following page before reading the indiv-
idual evaluations.

a. Family "A" - Keep the Present LAUSD Organization
Form

The ability of the present organization form to'ful-
4ill the various criteria was discussed at length in the section
on "The Need for Reorganization". A re-examination here would
be redundant, and the reader wishing to understand the reasoning
behind the family "A" columns in Exhibit 111-3 is encouraged to
review the section on The Need for Reorganization.

b. Family "B" Divide LAUSD into Approximately 20
Independent Districts

The two alternatives in this family can be treated
jointly, with a couple of exceptions noted later, for purposes
of summarizing the evaluations.

(1) Quality Education

The removal of central LAUSD administration and
services implied in these two alternatives would mean that
educational policies, curricula, and decision-making would
be more individualized, at least to the smaller district level.
While this would itself be instrumental in improving the
quality of education, the addition of more effective repre-
sentation of many parties-in-interest (see below) and their
having .sanctions to Assure accountability combine to provide
an even greater likelihood of improving the quality of educa-
tion. The limitations in both alternatives relate to the
likely homogeneity of ths smaller independent districts and
the operations more suitable for a larger, more broadly based,
organization. First, the R&D function is one which; is
benefitted by heterogeneity and which has some economies
of scale 'probably not accruing to a small and/or homogeneous
district. And, second, the specialized education schools
and programs push as for the mentally retarded or the physi-
cally handicapped are not likely to be efficiently or effec-
tiVely handled and would have to be assumed by the county or
Some other inter-district organization.

86
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(2) Representation

With each new district having its own governing board
and superintendent, the ability of almost all parties-in-interest
to have effective representation at the policy level is substan-
tially enhanced. As the complete sanctions provided by law to
a governing board would apply,.these two alternatives would pro-
vide the maximum assurance among all of the alternatives for
local accountability as effected through the representational
function. Selected parties-in-interest would find their present
representational effectiveness diminished, not in theory, but
in fact. For example, the present Association of Elementary
Principals and the several unions would find their grievance
handling mechanisms and "lobbying" capabilities fragmented as .

they would need to respond to and negotiate with multiple policy-
'making boards.

(3) Integration

While not theoretically out of the question, integra-
tion, either of aptitude and socioeconomic background or of
racial composition, would be rendered unworkable in prectiCal
terms. The gerrymandering of districts would, not accomplish
the task (unless each district consisted of two non-contiguous
geographic areas)2 and the independent contracting between
districts for the bussing of students is even more remote

tipolitically because the cost of bussing would be different
from district to district thus adding to an already tense
and confusing situation.

(4) Cost

The quality side of the cost/effectiveness question
would theoretically be more readily handled than in the present
circumstances or than in other alternatives because the local
governing board having all the legal powers can determine the
local needs more precisely and negotiate or mandate the re-
allocation of total resources in a manner which none of E-1

other alternatives can accpmpl-fah. However, as they are faced
with having to undertake, individually, all of the various
time consuming negotiations with the various unions, the vari-
ous outside suppliers and contractors, and so on, their time
to develop individualized educational policies will be dimin-
ished. Therefore, many of the supposed educational advantages
may not be in fact achieved. A similar argument can be made
with regard to such administrative services as accounting and
data processing, bulk order purchases, Research and Development
and the like. For these reasons, the total unit cost per
student would be likely to rise, even though the output per
dollar would also be likely to rise slightly.

2
See the discussion of integration and bussing under "The Need
for Reorganization" above.
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(5) Accountability

As the sanctions for accountability would reside with
the new smaller district governing boards the two alternatives
in this family would provide maximum assurance for local account-
ability. However, in view of replication of functions at hoth
the board and superintendent levels, it is not certain that the
important functions of planning and evaluating will. receive any
more time in an equivalent sense than at present. Certainly
less time could be devoted in this alternative than in several
of the other alternatives (most notably D-1, C-2 and D-2).
Furthermore, in view of the efficiencies to be gained in R&D
by having heterogeneous p4ulations and a larger scale of
operation, it is less likely that thorough evaluations of
experimental or innovative programs will be conducted.

(6) Implementability

This criterion is the one on which this family of
alternatives suffess the greatest relative disadvantage.
There is very little inter-group support for implementation
and very great inter-group support for this alternative and
considerable inter-group opposition. While the question of
dividing the LAUSD into independent districts was not spec-
ifically included in the public hearings, a total of 66 witnesses
made mention of it, with 38 being directly opposed and one
additional witness being opposed unless all othpr possibilities
were unworkable.3 Similarly, in evaluation work sessions with
parents, citizen opinion leaders, principals, and interviews
with administrators and board members, there were substant41
.coalitions of persons who, while disagreeing on what to do,'.
were united in their opposition to dividing LAUSD into smaller
independent districts.4

Interestingly enough, a slight majority of te.tchers
(55 percent) favored splitting the district giving as their
primary reasons improved response to local needs and greater
local participation.5

In terms of the first of the two alternatives in this
family (independent districts with independent tax bases),

3'
See Appendix F,."Summary of Public Hearings".

4
See Appendix B, Section 1, "Board Member Interviews";
Section 2, "Principal Interviews"; and Section 5,
"Administrator Interviews"; and Appendix E, "Evaluations
of Alternatives by Various Pvtiya-in-Interest". The
same pattern of evaluation is dent in the hearings;
see Appendix..F.

5
See Appendix D, "Survey of LAUSD Teaching Personnel".
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Professor H. Thomas James, Dean of the Stanford University
School of Education, has made some estimates of the fiscal
consequences of a set of options which lead to a dividing of
the LAUSD into smaller independent districts. He concluded
that:

". . . no advantage can be gained by fracturing
the tax base of'the Los Angeles Unified School
District by any of the options examined. Further-
more, since any other components of splitting the
district remain unchanged when the centralized
tax base is maintained, there appear6 to be no
foundation for positing that an independent tax
base is a requisite element of either political
decentralization or community control.

Conversely, a preponderance of the
evidence indicates that fiscal resources should
remain centrally determined and be disbursed to
the decentralized districts in the forth of a
lump-sum budget."6

Beyond the fiscal implications he suggests:
-"As a note of caution in any serious discussions
of breaking up the tax base of the LAUSD, we
should keep in mind a number oT pending law
cases considered by Constitutional scholars to
be soundly conceived which challenge local
differences in school expenditures as a
violation Iv the states of the equal protection
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, e.g.,
Board of Education v. Michigan Cir. Ct. Mich.,
Wayne County, filed February 2, 1968."7

'Finally, in the case of the second alternative of this
family (independent smaller districts with a shared tax base),
there would need to be some inter-district or super-district
representative body charged with the responsibility for
allocating funds according to some formula of need.

c. Family "C" - Decentralize LAUSD

In this family, the two alternatives will-be referred
to as administrative decentralization (C-1) and decentralization
with elected advisory councils for each school (C-2). They are
similar in many respects and are discussed together, with
special comments where they are different in ability to fulfull
a particular criterion.

6
See Appendix I, "Selected Evaluations of Alternatives".

7
Ibid
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(1) Quality Education.

Both alternatives, by moving Ruch functions as the
planning and curriculum and personnel decision-making closer to
the individual school level, increase the potential, ability to
deliver an improved quality of education by individualizing the
instructional content. However, in the first alternative (C-1),
there is no provision for local parents and citizens to assist
in defining educational needs and establishing priorities.
Without this function of defining local needs, the potential for
improved quality is unlikely to be realized. Even in the
second alternative (C-2) where there is an elected advisory
council to perform the function, the potential, if one is to
judge from the experience of the advisory ,councils for the
13-18 school project and from similar experiences in New York
City and elsewhere, is fiot likely to be realized because the
principal is not accountable to the local community (i.e. the
advice can be ignored). 8 These shortcomings render the likeli-
hood of improving qAlity of education very unlikely in the first
case (C-1) and, from the experiences of other cities such as New
York, the second (C-2), while more promising, has also failed on
this criterion. 9

(2 Representation

A key reason for the improbability that these alter-
natives will fulfill the quality criterion is their inability lo
fulfill the criterion of representation. In the second case
(C-2), advisor} councils can, under optimum organizational
conditions such as a principal who recognizes and acts upon the
advice of his council and who is supported by his area superin-
tendent, adequately perform the role of representation by
.defining educational needs and establishing priorities. However,
the second role of exercising sanctions cannot be performed in an
advisory capacity. 10 The present sanctions are widely dispersed-'
and come together only at the central administration and board,
level. 11 Even if sanctions were delegated to geographic areag
by the use of unified area superintendents, the ultimate sanctions
of representation would still reside at the LAUSD board. The
first alternative (C-1) without a provision for an advisory
council is not capable of defining educational needs and

8
See Appendix I, Section B, "Administrative Decentralization".

9
Rogers, David, 110 Livingston Street, New York: Random House,
1968, pp. 370-384.

10
Ibid.

11
See The Need for Reorganization" above.
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establishing priorities except in the most favorable of circum-
stances.12

(3) Integration,

Both alternatives in this family are capable of meeting
the integration criterion. However, as the racial integration
ruling requires bussing, the use of elected advisory councils
will be more difficult to implement, in its spirit, because the
parents of bussed children in order to be elected or to serve on
an advis'ory council will need to commute to the school. This

places a greater economic burden (automobile operating costs,
baby sitting fees, and the like), proportionally, on the lower
socio-economic parents. Furthermore, if the Gittelson ruling is
fully met, the lower socio-economic parents (principally blacks
and browns from the center city) will always be a minority in an
advisory council election process. Thus, it is unlikely, if the
Gittelson ruling is met, that advisory councils can even perform
the role of defining needs' and establishing priorities in an
effective manner, as all the forces (economic, social and elective)
trend against the minority group members.

(4) Cost

In both alternatives, a substantial decentralization
by the removal of central staff coupled with new deployments of
staff closer to the schools can be accomplished at no increase in
operating cost.13 Thus, both alternatives are capable of meeting
the less stringent cost criterion set forth above.14

(5) Accountability

For this criterion, the discussions must be differen-
tiated. In the first alternative (C-1), educational and
,financial accounting measures can be substantially improved in
keeping with an objective of individualization. However, the
planning and evaluation functions are judged as unlikely to
improve because the local community is neither involved, nor has

12
Many parents and citizen opinion, leaders assumed the
use of advisory councils if administrative decentral-
ization were to be undertaken.

13
See Appendix H v,Staff Deployments Possible with
Budget Savings tom central Office and Area Level
Reorganization"

14 See the discussion on cost set forth in the above section
on "Criteria", pp. III-10 thru 111-14.

92
111-65

1

Arthur D Little, Inc



it any sanctions ,-;.Ircise so as to, insure even the objective
of individualizinc the instructional process being achieved.
Thus, two of the major functional aspects, planning and
implementing accnuntability, are missing at the decentralized
community level. These are presently missing LAUSD and frequently
cited as serious limitations by various parties-in-interest.15

In.the second alternative (C-2), the use of elected
advisory councils facilitates local planning for individualizing
instruction, but still fails to assure the implementing of
accountability. This limitation is judged to be serious as it
limits effective representation and, in the cases studied in
other cities, appears to be related to a'lack of improvement in
quality of education.16 The parents and community opinion
leaders were almost evenly split on the issue of whether an
advisory board should be only advisory or should have some
limited authority over the principal. 17 However, in New York,
the original local school boards had only advisory powers and
the frustration of seeing advice ignored led to increasing
demands for at least limited authority in the system.18 The
conclusion is that neither of these alternatives (C-1 or C-2) is
likely, to be able to meet the,accountability criterion. This
furthermore seriously weakens the abilities of either alternative
to fulfill the criteria of representation or quality education,
although the first (C-1) is considerably weaker in all three
criteria than the second (C-2).

(6) Implementability

Parents, citizens, teachers, administrators, and
present board members all openly endorse efforts to reorganize
by placing more of the planning and curriculum and personnel
decision-making authority closer to the individual schools.19
However, in terms' of local participation and representation,
amost all expect a school level advisory council, and a large
majority in all groups favor the elective process for local
representation. They are almost evenly split on the question of
powers for the advisory council., Furthermore, those having
experience as advisory council members (especially blacks and

o browns) are already showing frustrationjt not having their

15

16
See Appendixes E and F. f
Rogers, David, 110 Livingston Street, New York: Random
House, 1968, p. 381.

17
See Appendixes E and F.

18
Rogers, David, op. cit., pp. 370-384.

19
See Appendixes B, D, E, and F.
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advice adequately considered. This is parallel to the New York
situation, and advisory council members, if this alternatite were
to be implemented, eould be expected to evolve considerable
preaaure_for more authority. Finally, a minority of persons,

.especially from the black, and a part of the brown, community
are opposed to an "advisory only" capacity.

d. Family "D" Reorganize to Sub-districts Having
iLocally-Elected Governing Boards with Special
Powers

This family, using sub-districts with locally-elected
governing boards having specified powers, is considerably
enhanced in its ability to meet the criteria of quality educa-
tion, representation, integration and accountability. Again, the
discussion of this family will consider the two alternatives
jointly, with differences being noted where relevant.

(1) Quality Education

Both alternatives provide the improved definition of
and responsiveness to particular needs; educatival policies,
curricula, and decision-making could be more individualized,
as was the case with decentralization, at least to the smaller
sub-district level. The addition of more effective representa-
tion of all parties-in-interest (see below) and their having
specific sanctions to assure accountability combine to provide
a high likelihood of improving the quality of education'. In

this respect it is similar to and has the particular strengths
of the independent district alternatives (B-1 and B-2 above).
Furthermore, it capitalizes on the heterogeniety of the overall
LAUSD andlrealizes the possible scale economies of R&D, thus
gaining even more of a potential for enhancing the quality of
education when combined with the improved accountability.
Finally, the specialized education schools and programs such as
for the mentally retarded or physically handicapped could be
efficiently handled through a centralized operating division
thereby realizing the possible economies of scale.

(2) Representation

Both alternatives are'capable of realizing the criterion

of tive representation in a manner similar, but not equal
to, she independent district alternatives (B-1 and B-2). As

the subdistrict governing boards in these alternatives (D-1 and
D-2) would not have the full authorities of an independent
district governing board, some elective mechanism for the
central district board (LAUSD or County) would need to be
established if complete representativeness of local needs
and priorities is to be assured in exercising the residual

central board authorities. (See below for a discussion of
accountability.) The strength of this ability to have all
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parties-in-interest represented at relevant policy,levels is
in its ability to assure accountability and thus improve the
quality of education through adequate definitions of repre-
sented educational needs and identification of priorities
which are likely to be acted upon.

(3) Integration

Both alternative; are capable of fulfilling the cri-
terion of integration. The second (D-2 the county-wide alter-
native) is likely to ease the bussing requirement in terms of
the racial and ethnic criterion set forth by Judge Gittelson.
This is because of the increased number of opportunities for
gerrymandering subdistrict attendance areas and because a number
of the "islands" of black, brown and white concentrated popula-
tions are more favorably situated to minimize bussing distances
if the oVerall metropolitan area within the count_y-it considered
rather than the oddly shaped LAUSD. A note of caution must be
added if the "not less than ten percent" portion of the ruling
were to be extended into the less populated eastern portion of
the county: the bussing distances there could become quite
large and might defeat the potential advantages available in
the metropolitan area.( (A specific examination would have to
be made if this alternative -- D-2 -- were to be pursued.)

Both alternatives would, if bussing were put into
effect to meet the Gittelson ruling, place the greater relative
burden on lower socio-economic parents and citizens (primarily
blaks and browns) wishing to be'elected to either the sub-
district governing board or the local school advisory board.
Furthermore, in the case of the latter the minority parents
would, in all cases, be a minority of the electorate for the
school advisory boards. In the case of the subdistricts, iE
comprised of two non-contiguous high schools and their feeder
schools paired so as to make the subdistrict meet the Gittelson
ruling, minority parents and citizens would also tend to be a
minority of the subdistrict electorate. However, the incentives
afforded by elected responsibility and sanctions for account-
ability can be expected to overcome much of the apathy and
frustration likely to come about if the school advisory boards
were advisory only and/or if there were no subdistrict boards
with specified powers.

(4) Cost

Here the two alternatives need sepaiate discussion.
In the case of the first alternative (D-l), substantial reorgan-
ization can be accomplished at no increase in operating cost20
There are transitional costs associated with requirements to
maintain certain centrally located staff at a specified level
of pay for up to two years. However, the planning of such a

20 I
See Appendix H.
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transition fwould require a year and thus the true transitin costs
of temporarily over-staffing would be likely to occur on during
the second year. Finally, the potential of improved oUr.ut per
dollar would be more likely to be realized.in this al rnative,
because of the improved representation and apsurance of account-
ability than in the previous alternative (C-2):

, The second alternative (D-2) is mote .ifficult to
evalUate as other small unified school distrits were _not
explicitly examined. However, it is possible, in view of the
total unit operating costs shown in Exhibit 111-2, that not
only would the larger unified School districts realize improved
output at the same cost in a fashion similar to LAUSD, butthe
very small and non-unified districts might accomplish both
improved output and lower operating costs. This question would
require specific study if this alternative (D-2) were to be
implemented. Another, and a more difficult issue, would be the
very substantial one-time costs associated with putting all of
the various, presently independent, districts' accounting and c'

records on a common basis. Similarly, a reconciliation of re-
tirement funds and salary schedules would be necessary. These
latter issues would also need to be explored.

1

(5) Accountability

Both alternatives offer an optimum situation in terms
of accountability. The local and/or subdistrict sanctions
provide both the input for individualized planning (definition
of educational needs and identification of local priorities)
and the assurance that the other functions of accountability,
assignment of responsibility, evaluation, and implementation,
will most likely be performed on an individualized basis.
Furthermore, the heterogeneity of subdistricts (within and/or
between) plus the potentially realizable economies of scale
of Rp, combine to make it more likely that effective evalua-
tion of experimental or innovative programs will be accomplibhed.
With the development of an appropriate central or inter-sub-
district information system to, communicate results of evalua-
tions (regular performance measures such as standardized testingf,
as well as experimental and innovative programs) the various ?,-r -

i
subdistrict boards would be likely.to assure more rapid adoitlon
of relevant efforts and programs than the presentLAUSD system>-,
One would expect such adoption to be more rapidly adopted under
these alternatives (D-1 and D-2) than under the previous alter-
native (C-2) because of their improved ability to fulfill the
accountability criterion. 6

4
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(6) Implementability

Here again, the two alternatives in this family need
separate discussion. In the case of the first alternative (D-1),
the majority of.all parties-in-interest enddrse and encourage
actions which locate the planning and curricula and personnel
decision-making closer to the individual schools.21 However,
there is ah issue as to how much authority a locally-elected
group should exercise, either at the subdistrict or the indiv-
idual.school level.

Evaluations of alternatives by various parties-in-
interest indicates fairly sharply divided preferences for poWers.
Parents-and citizen opinion leaders divide on the issue, with
.49 percent in favor of the concept of an elected community
school bOard to which the principal must answer for selected
policies and procedures, 48 percent opposed and two percent
not caring. 22

'Opinions in, the issue appear related to socioeconomic
".,situation: a large proportion of the middle class parents tends

to-prefer only the advisory role of defining needs-1Thile larger
proportions of both the upper and lower socioeconomic classes
tend to add the role of accountability (i.e., specified powers)
to the role of defining needs. The upward-mobile middle classes
is opposed to extending the power of accountability to a
locally elected body for fear that radicals might gain control
and threaten their children's upward mobile status by over-em-
phasizing remedial education efforts or adding disproportionate
resources-to vocational education, thereby leaving relatively
less resources for college preparatory courses. The upper
classes do not have to suffer this fearto the same extent as

fil'y

they have the personal resources to "1' their children's'
college preparatory education private y and also gain the
accountability factor through that.p rchase.23 These fears
would be enchanced and thus need to dealt with in the
process, of implementation by a non-co tiguous two high/school
subdistrict, and mitigated by the two cntiguous high school
subdistricts.

21
See Appendixes B, D, E and F.,

22
The missing one percent is due 4to rounding; see Appendix E.

23
See Appendix

i
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The second alternative (D-2) is likely to encounter
serious resistance from citizens and members of school ,

districts not presently part of the LAUSD, particularly in
view of the various cost issues needing resolution (see above).
They are likely to have support'from their local teachers,
administrators and some taxpayers. An indication of resistance
is seen by the fact that some areas (Vernon and Maywood)
presently wish to secede from LAUSD.

98
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D. , Recommended Alternatives for District Reorganization

Three alternatives received relatively good ratings when com-
, pared against the Selected criteria. They are in rank order

of recommendation: (D-1) Reorganize LAUSD into subdistricts
With locally elected governing boards having specified legal
powers; -(C-2) Decentratize both the administrative and repre-
sentational functions of LAUSD; and (D-2) Reorganize to subdis-
tricts with locally elected governing boards having specified
legal powers, but on a County-wide basiS. All three go consider-
ably beyond the typical willingness of a school district to
voluntarily change and the implementation of any one will, in
all likelihood, require a mandate from the Legislature. This
section of the report discusses the various general mechanisms
required for implementation and the options available.

We recommend these threediternatives to the Joint Committee
as possible general models for the reorganization of large ur-
ban unified school districts. It is our opinion that the first
alternative (D-1) is clearly superior to the other two (C-2 and
D-2) but that the other two are superior to the remaining five.

After making that recommendation, however, it is necessary to
record a statement of caution*Or qualification. As indicated
in our proposal, this study was concerned, primarily with stra-
tegic policy planning issues, and not with the tactical prob-
lems of planning for or costing out the details of implementing,

.organizational'change. Provision for addressing and resoving
the myriad-tactrcal problems accompanying any significant/or-
ganizational change should be made by the Joint Committe in

any legislative proposal to mandate a new form of distri, t or-
. ganization for the large urban unified school districts f the

State. While the content of this Atudy report documents the need
for change and the directions change should take, it cer ainly
provides no blueprint for school districts to effect suc change.

1. Alternative D-1: Reorganize LAUSD Into Subdistricts
with Locally Elected Governing Boards Having Specified
Legal Powers.

a. Number and GeographicTefinition of Subdistricts

For the number of subdistricts, the information on econo-
mies of scale, and the analysis of new deployments possible with
the potential savings of reorganizing tie central and area off-
ices indicate upper and lower numbers of students as practical
sizes. The,former indicates there is no economic reason to
have a subdistrict larger than approximately 25,000 to 30,000
students; while tha latter analysis suggests that an organiza-
tion of less than 15,000 to 20,000 students may not be able to .

make fully effective use of and savings from reorganizing central
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and area offices. Furthermore, the problems inherent in main-
taining separate elementary and secondary divisions (articulation,
teacher certification effects, and so on) indicate a need for
truly unified subdistrict making-the high school and its feed
schools the basic building block. :Therefore, in view of the
limited information as to the "optimum sized district ", and
based on these three'operating realities, there should be 24.
subdistricts consisting of two high schools and their feeder
schools.

The matter of geographic definition is one requiring consider-
able effort and which has two options based on meeting or not
meeting the Gettelson ruling. The basic issue requiring affort
is to reconcile the attendance area boundaries, of senior high-,
junior high, and elementary schools.

,

Present attendance area boundaries are a confused jumble, partly
because the Divisions of Elementary and Secondary Education have
been separate and, relatively poorly coordinated in many respects,
and partly because, the.population densities and. family composi-
tions around schools built-one or more decades ago have changed
substantially. We have mapped the overlapping boundaries for
two exemplary areas, one in Vest Los Angeles, and one"for the
Valley area. They have also been prepared as overlays. The
first map in each series shows Element4ty attendance areas, coded' .

by racial and ethnic.composition; the second shows Junior High
School attendance areas similarly coded.; and the third, High
School attendance areas; a fourth map and overlay shows the
jumble of attendance areas needing reconciliation. As can be
seen. the two high school and related feeder school patterns
are Presently confused, primarily owing to the separate gerry-
mandering of boundaries for each level. The very difficult
problem in reconciliation is the one of differential dropout
rates in different. areas of the city. In the central city where

- the.dropout rate is very high, the high school'can encompasa
significantly more feeder schools than in the outlying areas
where dropout rates are substantially. lower.

The basic concept for redistricting is one of making the High
School attendance area boundaries coterminous with its feeder
school attendance area boundaries where the means for handling
the dropout rate is to Use a statistical concept of expected
junior high school classrooms needed per elementary school and
expected high school classrooms needed per junior high school.
In this fashion; the capacities can be matched and the bounda-
ries drawn coterminously,

Once the preceding has been accomplished, the principal criteria
for subdistricting are:

Two'High School attendance areas drawn coterminously
(on the otter limits) with the relevant elementary
and junior high feeder schools.

10 0 Arthur D Little Inc
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The coterminous boundaries should be established by
the expected high school classroom method referenced
above.

The size of the total pupil ADA for the subdistrict
should be as nearly equal among all subdistricts as
is feasible.

Because the'outer'limits of the boundaries are,not presently
Coterminous and disputes are bound to arise, the initial sub-
districting can be based on the High School attendance area
boundaries with coterminous Elementary and Junior High bounda-
ries bging negotiated betWeen subdistricts with the Office of
the County Superintendent of Schools acting as arbitrator if
boundaries are not reconciled after.a certain time period.

Within the limits of the preceding criteria there are two op-
tions, the selection of which is dependent on the intention or
requirement that the Gittelson ruling be carried out:

Option 1: 'Compliance with the Gittelson Ruling

Under this option, the two High School attendance areas
(as defined above) would not be contiguous. A High School
attendance area and feeder schools having a higher than accept-7
able proportion of children of minorities would be paired with
one having a lower proportion capable of bringing, the aggregate
proportion of the two areas within the its of the Gittelson
ruling. The subdistrict superintendent uld then' be responsi-:
ble for the bussing to balance the situat on. In those few
cases where contiguous High School attendance areas balance in
the aggregate, he would be responsible for bussing and/or gerry-
mandering the attendance areas, within the contiguous and coter-
minous boundaries, to effect the balance.

Option 2: Non-compliance with the Gittelson Ruling

. In this case, the two High School attendance areas (as
defined above) would be contiguous. While this theoretically
need not be antithetical to Compliance with the Gittelson ruling,
as a 'practical matter it would be defeating the purpose of any
organizational decentralization- because the bussing of students
would represent a subdistrict to subdistrict pupil transfer on
a daily basis and would, de facto, remove many of the operating
authorities from the subdistrict superintendent. Therefore,
proceeding from the pr6mise of some form of decentralization being
required, the only interpretation of this alternative is one
which is not in complidWce with the Gittelson ruling. This is
not to say, however, that priorities other than meeting the
ruling may not. make this alternative the more'.attractive one in
an overall sense.
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The effects of the alternatives for subdistricting or the alter-
nativea for reorganization are important. Option 1, non-contiguous
High School attendance areas, means that many of the school ad-
visory council members, as well as subdistrict hoard members,
will.face the prospect of a substantial commute to attend meet-
ings. In the option where they are advisory only (see'school
'advisory coukicil powers below), this will probably mean that
meeting atteiVdance will be predominantly a function of where
the meeting is Weld. Furthermore, it will tend to affect nomi-
nations and elections adversely. (It will be difficult for mi-
nority group parents to be elected to any school advisory coun-
cil or subdistrict board because they will, in all cases,.com-
prise a minority [less than 50 percent] and the expenses of com-
muting will be .a greater economic burden, not to mention cultural
factors of speech and dress in the persuasion of the electorate.)

The more vital role plaml,as an advisory council member under
the option where the advisory council has specified powers would
provide more incentive td overcome the aforementioned tendencies.
At the subdistrict board level these tendencies would not be,ex-
pected to apply with equally adverse effects.

Option 2, contiguous High School attendance areas, would assure
that the minority group parents would be represented wherever
they comprised a significant majority. Furthermore, the
commuting iosts and cultural factors would be likely to enhanpe
the nomination, election, and 'participation of local residents
who had a vital interest in the school and/or subdistrict.

b. Authorities of tWSubdistrict Boards and Relation-
,. ships with the Ontral Board

There are several possible approaches to defining the
respective powers and authorities of the, subdistrict boards and
separating them from the prerogatives of the central Board:

Specify prescriptively each authority to be exercised
by the, central Board and each authority to be exercised
by the subdistrict board.

Specify prescriptively each ithority to be exercised
by the centralBoard and assign "all others' to the
subdistrict .board.

Specify prescriptively each authority to be exercised
by, the subdistrict board with all other leially pre-
scribed powers and authorities remaining with the
centraj. Board.

We strongly recommend the latter course. The first approach is
extremely arduous and leads into an unbelievably tangled web of

)
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interlocking provisions of the Education Code. The second ap-
proach is inconsistent with the prescriptive nature of most of
the 1;Iducation Code. The latter approach is simplest and most
straightforward. It defines what few specific authorities need
to be delegated to the subdistrict board in order to achieve
the desired effects on local school programs and operations
without getting mired down in attempts to reify what is already
established somewhere in the Code.

It is suggested that the subdistrict boards should be delegated
the following specific legal authorities and responsibilities:

(1) Personnel management

select and hire, and if necessary, fire
the subdistrict superintendent

determine, with thd advice of the sub-
46v- district superintendent the number and

types of personnel to be employed in
the subdistrict

set salary ranges for administrative
and supervisory personnel and approve
their employment

approve the subdistrict superintendent's
recommendations for salaries of indivi-
dual principals based on performance

approve, with the'adyice of the subdis-
trict superintendent, requests by prin-
cipals to pay specific teachers off
scale

handle second step grievances of sub-
district personnel

approve promotions of subdistrict
personnel upon recommendation by
principals or the subdistrict super-
intendent

approve the transfer, of personnel out
ofthe subdistrict

(2) Curriculum and instruction

determine what programs stall be offered
in the subdistrict (e.g., vocational,
preschool, disadvantaged, and so on)
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approve assignment of pupils to schools
within the subdistrict and the transfer
of pupils among schools

upon recommendation by the subdistrict
superintendent establish special serv-
ices or resource specialists at school
or subdistrict office level

apptove the initiation of special pro-
grams or experimental projects

assure the appropriate application of
testing instruments and evaluation pro-
cesses from central administration,
including the use of testing, and evalua-
tion results

(3) Resource allocation

assure the development of and approve
budgets for ipdividual schools and for
the subdistrict

assure the use of central office designed
accounting procedures and reporting in-
struments

allocate resources.(prOvided to the
subdistrict) among schools and programs

establish policies for different allo-
cation of resources to particular cate-
gories of pupils on the basis of assessed
need (e.g., preschool, disadvantaged,
mentally retarded, and so on)

allocate funds to various supporting
services (e.g., maintenance, plant opera-
tions, warehousing of supplies)

recommend to the central Board and ad-
ministration new school construction,
design characteristics, site selection,
and remodeling

apply for, receive, and account for use
of outside funds (Federal programs,
foundations, private contributions)
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'assure and approve the accounting for
funds spent andresources used in the
achiev'ement of or progress toward de-
fined objectives and publish the re-

. sults in periodid public. reports

approve the purchase of special stip,
plies not routinely supplied., by the
'district .

Specifications of the responsibilities of school principals and
advisory councils are described in the next major section deal-
ing with Alternative C-2: Decentralize the administrative and
representational functions of the LAUSD.

c. Election Process for Members Of the Subdistrict
Boards

Tiit'composition and election process for subdistrict
boards can take several forms:

The subdistrict board can be comprised of persons who
serve on an elected school advisory council. In this
case', each advisory council would submit a nomination
and the election process would be by all members of
advisory councils.

rr

It could be comprised of parents, teachers, and stu-
dents (between the ages of 14 and 18) who are assodi,
ated with the schools in the-subdistrict. Elections
could be by peers, with parents electing the parent,
representatives, teachers the teacher'representatives,
and students the student representatives. Nominations
PuTould be open and by petition of those interested in
running for a seat on the board.

The board could be comprised as in'the preceding case
but adding citizens who reside in the subdistrict.
Elections again could be by peers, with citizens who
live in the attendance area and who are registered
voters, electing the citizen representatives.

The process could be taken from the general election
procedures of California whereby anyone wishing to
file nomination papers and having the appropriate num-

. ber of signatureson his petition could file with the
local government office and run for elections to the
board. In this case the board would bay& no special
composition and the election process would be open to
all registered voters living within the, subdistrict.
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The subdistrict board members should receive reimbursement for
expenses such as transportation and babysitting, and also should
receive a nominal amount of coMpensation.

a
2. Alternative C-2: Decentralize the Administrative and

Representational Functions of LAUSD,

The main thrust of decentralization of large school .districts
is to lodge more decision-making prerogative at or closer to the
schools. This can mean (a) giving the schooleprincipal more re-
sponsibility and authority (as well as the freedom and flexibility
to use it); (b) decentralizing more authority, responsibility,
and supporting services from the central office to the area (or
zone) offices located organizationally between the central. off-
ice and the individual schools; or (c) increasing the number of
area (or zone) offices, thus reducing the number of school prin-
cipals reporting to one area assistant superintendent which would
tend to shorten the lines of communication, allow for closer co-
ordination, and facilitate improved utilization of those support
ing services loated at the area office.

Our field work suggests four basic problems with current arrange
ments in the LAUSD:

There is a split (both organizationhl and ideological)
between the secondary and elementary education segments
which is reflected in articulation and coordination
problems between the secondary schools and their "feeder"
'elementary schools.

The "span of control" (even though it is less in the
more demanding areas) of the area assistant superinten-
dents is too great for them to be able to be appxoPri-
ately responsive to emerging needs at the local school
level.

Most of the supporting services are not responsible
to the line managers of secondary and elementary edu-
cation which produces frustrations and delays in getting
appropriate responses to local school needs.

o
School principatils have too little flexibility and re-
sources to apply in discretionary wayt to adapt their
educational programs and services to meet local needs.

As suggested in the digcussion on criteria, \ quality education
and accountability would be difficult to achieve under suchcon-
ditions. Our recommendations for administrative decentralization
involve the following general rearrangements.
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a. Organize Administrative Units Around Senior High
Schools and their Feeder Junior High and Elemen-
tary Schools

One option would be to include one senior high school,
its one or possibly two feeder junior high schools, and the ap-
proximately seven to ten elementary schools 'that feed the junior
high(s) in the administrative unit. This would result in 48 ad-
ministrative units comprised of from nine to thirteen schools
enrolling approximately 12-15,000 students. Each such adminp-
tredve unit should be headed by an area assistant superintend-
ent. .He should be given a lump sum budget, at least for instruc-
'tion, in accordance with policies set by the District School
'Board and,consonant with the educational needs in his area. He
could allocate.those funds to pay for instructional resource
persons on his staff and to the schools in hig area in accord-
ance with their defined educational needs, objectives, and plans.
Then he should act to insure accountability in the application
and usp of those resources by individual school principals and
their staff. While it would be desirable for the area assistant
superintendent to have supporting services of plant maintenance
and operations located in his area, responsible to him, and in-

. cluded in his budget, this becomes awkward and expensive be-
cause-of"the district-wide duplication of maintenance shop and
storage facilities and their supervision.

A more desirable option, in our opinoin, would be to organize
the area administrative unit around two senior high schools,
their two to four feeder junior high schools, and the 15 to 20
elementary feeder schools. This would result in 24 administra-
tive areas each containing approximately 27,000 students in
grades K-12.'Onothis scale of operation each' area assistant
superintendent` could afford a somewhat more differentiated array
of resource persons at the area office, and the location of
plant maintenance, and school supplies warehousing operations,
facilities at the area level, and under his direction would then
be much more feasible economically.

As indicated on the chart comparing alternatives with respect
to the criteria, substantial decentralization is possible with-
out increasing costs. The task report, Appendix H, entitled
"New staff deployments possible with budget savings from central
office and area level reorganization," shows how approximately
$11,400,000 or its equivalent in staff could be "freed up", (on
the basis of'1968-69 expenditures and organization patterns) to
be.reallocated for area or school staffing. That sum split.
',evenly (which probably would not be appropriate) among the 24
new area administrative units would'provide $475,000 worth of
staff to each area.
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In addition o administrative detentralization this alternative
provides for decentralization of representation by mandating the,
election and use of advisory councils fot each school. Although
advisory .coun 16 are now recommended by the LAUSD administration
and guideline haVe been used for their implementation, many
schools utili e only the PTA. and a. number of advisory councils
appear to havebeen'hand-picked or at least screened by the
school principal. Accordingly, "representation" in those
schools may reflect as much or more of the principals' interests
and desires as it does of the community. A'substantial number
of citizens, particularly those from the black and brown
communities, are disenchanted with such advisory groups.

b. 1'4Co4Osition of Advisory Councils and Election
Processes J

L%*

The school advisory council should be comprised of
teachers in the school, parents of students in the school, the
principal, and perhaps members of the community not patents of
students in the school and also high school students. We
suggest that the proportion of laymen to educators on the,
council be at least 2:1. The council should be sizable (perhaps
11 to 17) to provide for the staffing of committees; it Should
meet regularly jand make a practice of inviting others, especi-
ally students-, to porticipate ds visitors, resource persons,
or workers on commietees.

The teaching staff of &Oven should elect its repre-,
sentatives to the school adYiiory ouncil b secret ballot.
Parents of students in a school should elect the community
represeniatiVeS to the council by secret ballot in elections
held at the school.. If high school students are to be repre-
sented on suchiadviso y countiaa then the students of a given
school should elect their representatiVeS, also by secretballot.

Nomination for'election, w hether of teachers, students, or
laymen, should'be brpetition so as to avoid possible selection
biases of nominating committees. The nature and scheduling of
both the nomination and the election processes should be

'effectively communicated,.and the date of elections widely,
advertised. /

There are other pOssibleways.of constituting the advisory
councils:

Establishing specified racial and ethnic composi-
tion to reflect the racial and ethnic composition
of the school, and open election of candidates
.(nominated by petition) by persons registered to
vote and living- in the school attendance area or
sending their.childrento that school.
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Election of a council without specified composition
through "at large" election by persons registered
to vote and living in the attendance area.

These latter two alternatives suffer from the disadvantage of
not assuring that the principal constituencies of the school
are adequately represented in the advisory process.

c. Role of the Advisory Council

The council's role should be advisory to the principal
and his staff, but members of the council must be chartered to
participate in the key planning, evaluation and communication
activities of the school. Members of the council should have
access to the area assistant superintendent to whom the school
principal reports. In fact, the area assistant superintendent
should visit council meetings occasionally and by invitation.

3

Functions of the advisory council should include:

Participating in the assessment of educational
needs, in the establishment of priorities, and
in representing resource needs of the school to
the area assistant superintendent and the
central board.

Participating in the evaluation of the school,
its processes, and its staff, making recomm-
endations for improvement.

Advising the principal on the use of discre-
tionary funds allocated to the school.

Contributing to the definition of educational
objectives and to the specification of indi-
cators to show progress toward objectives.

Orienting of school staff to conditions in the
community.

Recommending community resource persons and
teacher aides for the school.

Facilitating school communication with parents
and citizens, and mobilizing public support
for the school.

Organizing joint school-community activities.
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Under this alternative, with its focus on feeder schools in
the high school attendance areas, implicit emphasis may be
placed on the "neighborhood school" concept. This is not at
all supportive of the court ruling on integration. However,
bussing to achieve improved racial balance in schools is quite
possible under this alternative. It would even be possible to
assign one senior high school and its feeder schools (junior
high and elementary) in a predominantly white neighborhood
together with one senlipv high school and its feeder schools
in a predominantly black or brown neighborhood to an area
assistant superintendent. He would then oversee the trans-
portation of.pupils back and forth between the racially different
school attendance areas. Representatign via the advisory councils
would then become more complex and somwwhat more difficult to
effect.

In this case, the advisory council for a given school should
' represent not only the faculty of that school but also the
people sending their children to that school regardless of
whether they live.in.the school's normal attendance area,or
are bussed in In other words, the parents.of children attend-

, ing agiven school should elect the lay members of its advisory
council": This means that sonelmembers may not live in the
school's normal attendacne areas; their problems of trans-,
portation will be increased; and provision should be made to
pay their transportation expenses.

d. Delegation of. Authorities to the Area Superintendent

If thiS alternative is to meet satisfactorily the
criteria of quality education and accountability as well as
cost, the planning and decision-making prerogatives concerning
curriculum, instruction, school and area Office staffing, in-
service training, andruse of funds must be'decentralized from
the central office to the area assistant superintendent and his
principals. As a corollary action to insure that those pre-
rogatives stay decentralized and that possible savings are
effected, central office units now responsible for such matters
should be phased out or at least significantly reduced in size
and responsibility.

While it is inappropriate at this stage to attempt to specify
the full range and detail of authority and responsibilities
which should be delegated to the area assistant superintendent
and his principals, our field work suggests that the following
general responsibilities to the area level:

(1) Resource allocation

Recommend and justify the budget required by
the area office and schools.

III-100

121

I

Arthur D Little, Inc



Allocate resources (provided to the area) among
the'schbols in, the area.

Establish differential allocations to particular
categories of pupils on the basis of assessed
need'(e.g., preschool, disadvantaged, mentally
retarded, and so on).

.° Allocate fundo school operatiOn and maintenance. e

Recommend new p afol construction, remodeling,

design characte tics, and site selection.

Apply for, receive, and administer outside
funds (from Federal programs, foundation or
local contributions) for specific purposes
approved by the central board.

Account for funds spent, and resources used
in the achievement of or progress toward
defined objectives in periodic public reports.

Purchase special instructional supplies not
routinely supplied by the district as request-
ed by principals and within their budgets.

(2) Curriculum and instruction

Decide what programs shall be offered in
the area (e.g.,, vocational, preschool, dis-

' advantaged, and the like).

Determine assignment of pupils to schools
'within the area and the transfer of pupils
among schools.

t Determine what array of instructional resource
persons and services will be made available
to schools from the area office.

Decisions (on recommendations of principals)
regarding the initiation of special programs
or experimental projects.

Insure the appropriate application of testing
instruments and evaluation processes, the
use of testing and evaluation results, and

contribute suggestions to the central admin-
istration regarding the improvement of such
instruments and processes.
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(3) Personnol management

Select, plac, and evaluate the principals of
schools in the area, incorporating information
from school advisory councils in the decisions.

Transfer principals among schools in the area,
br return them to the central office peri nel
pool.

Establish.salarLies for individual principals
based On performance and within ranges estab-
lished by the central 'board.

Recommend principals and area office staff
for promotion.

Handle first steregrievances of:instruclotional
personnel in the area.

Insure that prinbipals are working with school
advisory cOuncilits chartered.

While it is inevitable thattsfte,area responsibilitieS wi
shared at least to some degree wits central office admini4a-

.

tors (bussing, health-services, budgeting and addotintingNlant
maintenance, and so bn) it is also evident that some sharing of
.responsibilities will also take place with the principals.
However, more flexibility and managerial prerogatives must be
allocated to the principals than is now 'the.case if criteria
of quality education representation, and accountability are
to be met satisfactorily.

e. Authorities to be Delegated to Principals

104k field work suggests that the following general
authorities and responsibilities be delegated to the school
principals to beexercised with the advice of the advisory
councils

w
as recommended earlier:

(1) Resource allocation

.
Determine the mix of resources to be allocated

A:Nv
47 to and used in the-instructional program of

the school (i.e.,.the budget for teachers,
aides or other_personnel, supplies and
materials, contracted services) in accordance
with assessed needs and defined objectives.

Account for and report-on thesuse and results
of resource utilization.

111-102

123 Arthur D Little Inc



Select' specific texts instructional materials,
equipment, contracted services and the like,
not routinely supplied by the central office.

Apply for (through theoarea office) and admin-
ister specia y funded projects in the school.

Evaluate th results of resource utilization
in the school and use those evaluations in
proposing the school budget to the area
,assistant superintendent for the mext year.

Recommend facilities remodeling needs to the
area office and request unique maintenance
service.

Administer the school budget for plant opera-
tions (custodial services).

(2) Curriculum and instruction

Assess educational needs in the schools and
define instructional objectives.

Apply for and, if approved, adMinister special
% programs in the school (e.g., compensatory

education, preschool, vocational, adult).

-Apply for, and if approved, initiate and
evaluate special or experimental instruct-
ional projects. 0

-o Determine the curriculum of th school and
the nature and structure o courses of. red,
instructional methods used, class size,
staffing patterns, class or grade organiza-
tion, instructional materials used.

Provide in-service training for staff to
meet diagnosed needs.

Request the helico3f instructional resource
persons from the area office in program
development, instructional improvement,
and in-service training.

Utilize testing instruments and evaluation
processes provided by the district.

r
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(3) Personnel management

Specification of staffing needs
budget limit of the school).

Selection and placement of staff to meet
those specifications.

within the

Removal of staff from the school for transfer
(via the area assistant superintendent) to
another school in the area or to the central,
office personnel pool.

Assignment of School staff to classes or
other instructionarvduties.

Recommend school staff for promotion.

Establish salaries for instructional staff
within ranges established by the central
board.

In summary, alternative C-2 -- decentralize administratively,
and representationally -- meets the criteria in the following
ways.

It results in an improved capacity to identify specific patterns
of educational need at the local school level. 'It improves
the potential of individual schools to deliver educational
experiences specifically tailored to the needs of students
in those schools. It provides a good deal more flexibility
of response at area and local 'school levels. It stimulates
additional citizen and parent' involvement in and support of
school functions.

Limitations on the ability to deliver quality education are
linked to some shortcomings with respect to the criteria of
representation and accountability. There IS no way of assuring
,that delegated decision-making prerogatives will stay decen-
tralized. Decisions can too easily be 'preempted from the grin-

' cipal by the area assistant superintendent or from the area to
the central office or the board. Thus, accountability can be-
come diffused. Additionally, there is no way of assuring that
local advisory councils will be listened to and heeded. They
have relatively little clout or power. Thus accountability
to parents and the community may not be assured. Recognition
of this shortcoming is noted-in the prejudice of a number of
citizens against the concept of advisory councils.
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However, the alternative does improve the ability'of the
community (teachers, students, and parents) to register their
views on schools and schooling. It also permits action to
achieve improved, racial balance in schools.

Much of this reorganization can be achieved at no increase in
cost. Additional costs would be incurred if staffing patterns
at school levels are enlarged significantly beyond present
levels. However, those staffing patterns should be expanded,
at least in some schools, to redress the educational deficits
there. Increased funding is necessary for that purpose.

There is considerable social and political support for this
alternative, particularly among educators. But as noted above,
a number of.cktieens, particularly those disenchanted with the
school system, believe that advisory councils are too weak to
be benefitia1.

3. Alternative D-2--Reorganize to Subdistricts with
Locally Elected Governing Boards Having Specified
Pouters, but on a County-wide Basis

'This alternative, while third in priority of recommendation
has two significant limitations: the large one-time cost
associated-with implementation; and the expected resistance
from communities not presently a part of LAUSD and having their
own independent school district. The basic mechanisms (sub-
districting, powers,of subdistrict boards, and. so forth) are
essentially the same as for D-1 as described above. 'However,
there are several issues requiring examination before this
alternative could be pursued.

a. Full Examination of Bussing Requirements

This would require an exploration of whether the
less than ten percent criterion in Judge Gittelson's ruling
would extend to the sparsely populated eastern area of the
County.

4

b. Development of the Means for Handling the Very
Large One-time Costs

As the costs are not presently known, the various
areas of reconciliation would need to be studied and cost esti-
mates for conversion prepared. Some specific areas would be:

.

Two-year continuances of salaries for
certain centrally located personnel
in LAUSD.

1 2 (3
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SiMilr continuance salaiies for other
independent districts in the county.

Costs of reconciling accounting records,
pupil statistics, pension funds, salary
scales, and so forth.

Costs for staffing the Los Angeles County
so-- Superintendent's office.

c. Development of Incentives

As there is little incentive for a presently inde-
pendent district to assume the one -time costs and there is
likely-to be confusion and uncertaintylin the transition,
some form of%,outside incentive fundingi" similar to those
used for encouraging unification, will need to be developed.
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